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THE UNIVERSITY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
Dissertation Abstract 
An Investigation into Full Range Leadership and Leadership Development Methods in 
Public Parks and Recreation Organizations in California 
 
As current public parks and recreation organizational leaders age and retire, it will 
become important for qualified professionals to be prepared to fill these positions. A 
study by Hurd and McLean (2004) examined the perceived competencies of CEOs in 
public park and recreation organizations. Leadership and management were rated as the 
most important competencies for CEOs. However, these perceived competencies are not 
only for the CEOs; all professionals employed in parks and recreation, from 
administrative leaders to direct service providers, must demonstrate leadership to succeed 
in their positions (Russell, 2005). Thus, it is crucial for parks and recreation organizations 
to understand the type of leadership needed in their field as well as appropriate leadership 
development methods.  
This survey study determined the self-perceived type of leadership used by 
professionals in the public parks and recreation field and examined the relationship 
between types of leadership development methods and transformational leadership. 
Focusing on public parks and recreation professionals in California the sample included 
the 4,063 members of California Parks and Recreation Society (CPRS) solicited through 
emails and direct contact at a conference. Data were collected through self-reported 
online surveys. A total of 372 surveys were completed over a two-month period in 
Winter 2018. 
Results of the study indicate that public parks and recreation professionals in 
California use transformational leadership more than they do transactional or laissez-faire 
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leadership. Additionally, there is a moderate relationship between leadership 
development experiences and self-perceived use of transformational leadership. Findings 
indicate moderate, positive relationships between developmental assignments, self-
development activities, and self-perceived use of transformational leadership. Weak, 
positive relationships were found between formal programs, feedback processes, and 
developmental relationships and self-perceived use of transformational leadership.  
Results from this study can support CPRS, public parks and recreation 
organizations, and universities in their efforts to provide leadership development to the 
profession. These organizations should consider continuing or adding purposeful 
developmental assignments as well as encouraging and supporting self-development 
leadership development methods.  
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CHAPTER I 
 THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Statement of Problem 
Starting in 2011, 10,000 Baby Boomers a day began to turn 65. This amount of 
aging is expected to continue until 2030 (Heimlich, 2010). As more and more Baby 
Boomers approach and pass this age, more and more are closing in on retirement. Due to 
these impending retirements, organizations face the prospect of filling some of their most 
important leadership positions with new leaders. The public parks and recreation sector is 
not immune from this, and the potential of finding qualified professionals to fill these 
positions is critical to the success of the field. The California Parks and Recreation 
Society (CPRS), the largest statewide organization for public parks and recreation 
professionals in the nation, has identified leadership development as one of its top issues 
to focus on for the next several years (California Park and Recreation Society, 2018a). 
While already accounting for more than one million jobs throughout the 
United States and 115,000 in California alone (National Recreation and Park 
Association, 2018), the recreation industry is expected to continue growing 
through the next decade. This growth comes as leisure becomes a more central 
focus in our lives and as an increased importance is being placed on exercise and 
health by society today (Edginton, Hudson, Scholl, & Lauzon, 2011):  
Leisure has become a central focus in the lives of North Americans. We seek 
leisure and increasingly see it as a central element contributing to the quality of our lives. 
Not only do individuals seek to fulfill their lives through leisure, but they also are 
increasingly defining themselves through their leisure interests and pursuits. Leisure has 
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become a major force in a contemporary society with powerful social, cultural, economic, 
and environmental implications for how we live our lives. (p. 2) 
Additionally, with the impending retirements of the Baby Boomers, more of the 
population will be spending more time participating in leisure activities. The U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics (2015) reported that employment for recreation workers is expected to 
grow faster than the average for other occupations, approximately 10 percent from 2014 
to 2024. As the leisure sector grows, the need for leaders in the public parks and 
recreation sector will also grow. 
To effectively and efficiently serve the community, the public parks and 
recreation sector relies on leaders at every level in an organization. A study completed by 
Hurd and McLean (2004) examined the perceived competencies of CEOs in public park 
and recreation organizations. Leadership and management were rated as the most 
important for CEOs.  
While many relevant textbooks exist on leadership in the parks and recreation 
field, little empirical research has been conducted on the types of leadership that 
professionals use in the field or on the leadership development methods that lead to 
different styles of leadership. Recently, According to J. Wheeler, CPRS Board President 
for 2017-2018, there has been much discussion among universities and professional 
organizations about whether a college degree in parks and recreation is required for 
becoming a leader in parks and recreation or if another degree will suffice if coupled with 
professional development or on-the-job training (personal communication, March 31, 
2017).  
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This study aimed to determine the type of leadership used by professionals in the 
public parks and recreation field and to examine the relationship between leadership 
development methods and the use of transformational leadership by those same leaders. 
Research emerging from this study can help universities, professional organizations, and 
public parks and recreation organizations as they work to achieve their goals of 
developing leaders in the field.  
Background and Need for the Study 
All professionals employed in parks and recreation, from administrative leaders to 
direct service providers, must demonstrate leadership to succeed in their positions. What 
varies in each of these roles is the amount of time that a professional spends performing a 
specific leadership function (Russell, 2005).  
Twelve California State University campuses offer four-year degrees in parks and 
recreation (“The California State University: Search CSU Degrees,” n.d.). While many 
employed in the parks and recreation field have degrees in parks and recreation, a recent 
informal study conducted by CPRS found that most parks and recreation organizations in 
California are hiring people into recreation positions who lack degrees in the field. That 
study found that this number may be as high as 70 percent of employees. There is 
currently an effort through CPRS to offer training to these employees, to provide them 
with the technical and conceptual knowledge that they lack (C. J. Chamberlain, Chair, 
Department of Hospitality, Recreation and Tourism, California State University, East 
Bay, personal communication, August 16, 2016). 
In addition to college and university programs, many employed in parks and 
recreation settings take advantage of other formal training opportunities. These include 
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those offered by their organizations, such as human resources management, sexual 
harassment training, and child abuse training. National and state parks and recreation 
organizations also host conferences each year that focus on professionally related topics 
including leadership in parks and recreation. Nationally, these conferences have 
thousands of participants and hundreds of educational sessions to choose from (National 
Recreation and Park Association, n.d.).  
While formal leadership development plays a significant role in developing 
leaders in the parks and recreation field, research also demonstrates the importance of on-
the-job learning. According to McCauley and Brutus (1998), research shows that 
approximately 70 percent of leadership development occurs through on-the-job 
experience in comparison to the less than 10 percent of development that comes from 
formal training.  
As the field of parks and recreation grows to employ more people and as Baby 
Boomers retire from leadership, it will be important for the field to develop leaders to 
take on these newly available roles. Research from a variety of fields has shown that the 
use of transformational leadership is effective at all levels of an organization and has a 
positive impact on the organization (Avolio, 2011; Choudhary, Akhtar, & Zaheer, 2013; 
Peus, Braun, & Schyns, 2013; Schein & Schein, 2017; Watts, 2017; Xenikou & Simosi, 
2006). However, several gaps in the literature exist concerning leadership within the 
parks and recreation sector. In fact, there are no available studies that examine which 
style of leadership professionals within the field use or which leadership methods are 
most related to transformational leadership. This study helps to fill those gaps.  
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Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this survey study was to determine the self-perceived type of 
leadership used by professionals in the public parks and recreation field and to examine 
the relationship between types of leadership development methods and transformational 
leadership. It focused on public parks and recreation professionals in California, and data 
were collected through self-reported surveys.  
Theoretical foundation 
The theoretical foundation for this study was the full range leadership model, with 
a particular focus on transformational leadership, and the leader development model. The 
full range leadership model is one of the most researched and validated leadership models 
of the 21
st
 century (Northouse, 2016). As seen in Figure 1, it provides a continuum of 
leadership styles. A leader’s behavior, depending on the situation he or she is in, can be 
found somewhere along the continuum from laissez-faire to transformational.  
Figure 1. Full range of leadership model. Adapted from Improving Organizational 
Effectiveness Through Transformational Leadership (p. 5) by B. M. Bass and B. J. 
Avolio, 1994, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Copyright 1994 by Sage. Reprinted with 
permission. 
6 
 
 
 
The model reflects both how effective or ineffective a leader is as well as whether 
a leader is passive or active. A description of each of the components of the model is 
provided below.  
Laissez-faire 
Research shows that leaders who use a laissez-faire style are the most passive and 
least effective; it is, in essence, avoidance or absence of leadership. No transactions take 
place. It is considered a form of non-leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1994).  
Management-by-exception (passive) and management-by-exception (active) 
Management-by-exception is also viewed as a generally ineffective leadership 
style. When using management-by-exception (passive), leaders wait for followers to 
make mistakes or errors, then work with the followers to correct them. When using 
management-by-exception (active), leaders proactively monitor their followers to look 
for mistakes and errors and then work with the followers to correct the mistakes (Bass & 
Avolio, 1994).  
Contingent reward/transactional 
Contingent reward is considered one of the two effective methods of leadership 
according to the full range leadership model. Leaders and followers in this model agree 
upon both an assignment and a reward for carrying out the assignment (Bass & Avolio, 
1994).  
4 I’s (Transformational) 
Transformational leadership is a process of leadership that “changes and 
transforms people” (Northouse, 2016, p. 161). The concept of transformational leadership 
first appeared in the literature in the early 1970s with Downton’s efforts to differentiate 
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between revolutionary, rebellious, reform, and ordinary leaders (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
However, it was not until Burns’ Leadership (1978) that the concept became a recognized 
leadership theory. In his research on political leaders, Burns distinguished between 
transactional and transformational leadership by defining transactional leadership as an 
exchange between leaders and followers. In thus defining transformational leadership, 
Burns focused on the exchange between leaders and followers as engagement and 
connection, helping each reach a higher level of motivation, rather than the traditional 
give and take of a transactional relationship.  
In 1985 Bass expanded Burns’ definition. He suggested that transformational 
leadership belongs on a continuum that includes transformational at one end, 
transactional in the middle, and laissez-faire leadership at the opposing end. Where one’s 
leadership style falls on the continuum is dependent upon the leader’s focus on the 
follower’s needs. Transactional leaders tend to reward contingently and manage by 
exception. Transformational leaders tend to utilize the following: idealized influence 
(behaviors and attributes), inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration. When utilizing idealized influence (behaviors and 
attributes), leaders act as role models for their followers. Followers grow a connection 
with the leader and want to emulate them. Leaders using these methods also are 
consistent, put others’ needs above their own, and employ high ethical standards. When 
utilizing inspirational motivation, leaders attempt to motivate followers. They do this 
through demonstrating enthusiasm while providing meaningful work for their followers. 
When utilizing intellectual stimulation, leaders attempt to create curiosity among their 
followers. They encourage followers to be creative, step outside the box, and try new 
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things, even if it leads to mistakes. When utilizing individualized consideration, leaders 
consider each follower’s needs. Leaders attempt to address these by providing coaching 
and mentoring as necessary. 
Leader development model 
In addition to the full range leadership model, this study made use of the leader 
development model, proposed in the Center for Creative Leadership’s Handbook of 
Leadership Development (Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010). This two-part 
model, as shown in Figure 2, encompasses both developmental experiences and the 
developmental process.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Leader development model. Adapted from Handbook of Leadership 
Development (p. 4) by E. Van Velsor, C. McCauley, and M. M. Ruderman, 2010, San 
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Copyright 2010 by John Wiley & Sons. Reprinted with 
permission.  
Leaders learn through a variety of experiences, but not all experiences are equal. 
These experiences can include everything from training programs to job assignments to 
relationships. Any of these experiences can assist with leadership development, but each 
experience will be more developmental if it has elements of assessment, challenge, and 
support. As illustrated on the right side of Figure 2, leader development requires both a 
variety of developmental experiences and the ability to learn from an experience. It 
Developmental 
experiences 
Assessment 
Challenge 
Support 
Developmental Experiences 
Variety of 
developmental 
experiences 
Leader 
Development 
Ability to learn 
Development Process 
Leadership 
context 
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should also be noted that the development process is affected by the context in which it 
takes place. The context could include the external environment, organizational culture, 
and the person looking to develop as a leader.  
Using both the full range leadership model and the leader development model as 
foundations, this study explored the self-perceived leadership levels of parks and 
recreation professionals as well as the relationship between types of leadership 
development methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership.  
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided this study: 
1. What self-perceived level of full range leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or 
transformational) do professionals in the public parks and recreation field in 
California use? 
2. To what extent is there a relationship between types of leadership development 
methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership?  
Limitations 
There are several limitations to this study related to generalizability, self-
reporting, and sample size. First, this study was conducted with a sample of members 
from the California Park and Recreation Society. Experiences of members of this 
organization likely differ from those of public parks and recreation professionals who are 
not members of the organization. While the sample size (n=372) is large enough to 
generalize to the membership of CPRS, using a confidence level of 95 percent and a 
confidence interval of 5, it is 11 respondents shy of the criteria for generalization to the 
general population of public parks and recreation professionals in the state of California. 
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Additionally, this study was specific to those who are currently working or who have 
worked in the field of public parks and recreation; thus, it would not be appropriate to 
generalize to those who are not or have not worked in the field.  
Second, the survey required participants to not only self-report on their leadership 
style but also to remember their experiences as they related to leadership development. 
As Holbrook (2017) found, this can result in inaccuracies as people’s memories are not 
always accurate and because people have an interest in being viewed favorably by the 
researcher, especially if they are familiar with the researcher.  
Third, it can be difficult to achieve an appropriate response rate when sending 
mass emails. It was necessary to use a variety of methods to ensure an acceptable 
response rate, which might further impact the generalizability or accuracy of the results 
(Couper, 2008).  
Fourth, the portion of the survey developed to examine leadership development 
methods was limited to content and face validity. These limitations make it difficult for 
the findings to be broadly applied. 
Significance 
This study contributes to a greater understanding of the leadership styles used by 
leaders in public parks and recreation organizations. Additionally, this study provides an 
understanding of methods of leadership development for professionals in the field. 
Currently, little empirical research has been completed in this area that is specific to the 
public parks and recreation field. This study provides the field with the information 
necessary to create professional development plans to assist in leader development.  
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This study can be useful to professional organizations, such as the California Park 
and Recreation Society and the National Recreation and Park Association, as they plan 
future educational and networking opportunities for professionals. Specifically, it can 
assist such organizations in their quest to understand what methods are the most effective 
for providing professional development opportunities to their members. It can also be 
useful to colleges and universities that offer parks and recreation degrees. Such degree 
programs are continuously working to remain relevant in a constantly changing world 
and they could benefit from insight into successful leadership development methods. 
Finally, public parks and recreation organizations can use the results as they develop 
career pathing and allocate leadership development funds.  
Definition of Terms 
The following terms have been identified and defined in this study: 
California Park and Recreation Society (CPRS): The nation’s largest statewide 
professional organization, dedicated to “advancing the park and recreation profession 
through education, networking, resources and advocacy” (California Park and Recreation 
Society, 2017). 
Full range leadership model: Illustrates a continuum of leadership styles. 
Leader’s behavior, depending on the situation he or she is in, can be found somewhere 
along the continuum from laissez-faire to transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 
1994). 
Laissez-faire: Meaning “let do,” in the full range leadership model, it is 
considered to be the most inactive and ineffective type of leadership. There is little to no 
interaction, good or bad, between leaders and followers in this style (Avolio, 2011).  
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Leader: Anyone who leads one or more staff persons/volunteers OR one or more 
program areas (aquatics, youth, sports, seniors, etc.).  
Leader Development Model: A two-part model that encompasses both 
developmental experiences and the developmental process required for leadership 
development (Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010). 
Leadership: “A process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals 
to achieve a common goal” (Northouse, 2016, p. 6). 
Leadership development: “The expansion of a person’s capacity to be effective in 
leadership roles and processes” (Van Velsor, McCauley, & Ruderman, 2010, p. 2). 
Public parks and recreation organizations: Governmental departments or special 
districts that are tasked with providing the community they serve with parks, recreation, 
and community service activities.  
Transactional leadership: A leadership style that encompasses many other 
leadership models. It focuses on the exchange between the leader and follower 
(Northouse, 2016). 
Transformational leadership: A leadership style that focuses on the links between 
leaders and followers. Leaders motivate followers to achieve their full potential so that 
leaders and followers can achieve their goals (Northouse, 2016).  
Summary 
Chapter I provided a statement of the problem, an overview of the background 
and need for this study, the purpose, the theoretical foundation, and the primary research 
questions of the study, discussion of known limitations and expected significance of the 
study, and definitions of common terms used throughout the study. The remainder of the 
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study is broken up into four chapters. Chapter II, Literature Review, introduces relevant 
literature including a background to public parks and recreation, leadership, 
transformational leadership, leadership within the parks and recreation field, and 
leadership development. Chapter III, Methodology, provides details of the research 
design, setting, population, and sample. Information on the instrument, including 
reliability and validity data, is provided. Data collection and analysis procedures are also 
specified. Chapter IV, Results, introduces the findings of the study. Chapter V provides 
an overview of the study, a discussion of the findings and related conclusions as well as 
implications and recommendations for practice and research.  
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CHAPTER II 
 REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Restatement of Problem 
As Baby Boomers retire, many sectors will face a shortage of qualified leaders to 
replace them. The public parks and recreation field is not immune to this problem. As the 
field works to replace these leaders, it is important for those doing the succession 
planning to understand the types of leadership used within organizations and the 
relationship between leadership development methods and types of leadership used.  
This chapter provides a review of the literature on leadership and leadership 
development methods, both generally and in the parks and recreation field specifically. It 
provides background information as well as context for this study. The first section is an 
examination of the evolution of leadership theories from the past 70 years, including a 
detailed examination of the full range leadership model. The second section provides an 
overview of leadership development. The final section focuses on the leadership in 
today’s parks and recreation organizations and leadership development within parks and 
recreation.  
Leadership 
The last 70 years have seen a wealth of research examining leadership in 
organizational settings. While many different definitions of leadership exist, most involve 
the concept of an individual influencing a group to achieve a goal (Northouse, 2016).  
Kotter (1990) described the differences between management and leadership thus: “The 
overriding function of management is to provide order and consistency to organizations, 
whereas the primary function of leadership is to produce change and movement. 
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Management is about seeking order and stability; leadership is about seeking adaptive 
and constructive change” (p. 13). 
Through the last 70 years, many theories of leadership have been developed. The 
following is a brief introduction to some of the significant leadership theories of the 20
th
 
and 21
st
 centuries. It includes discussion of the trait, skills, behavioral, and situational 
approaches to early research, and four more modern leadership theories: authentic 
leadership, servant leadership, adaptive leadership, and transformational leadership. It 
also provides details on transactional and laissez-faire leadership. 
Early leadership theories focused on the trait approach. These approaches also 
called the “great man” theories, focused on what characteristics make a person a great 
leader. The focus is also on the innate characteristics that individuals have or do not have. 
More recent researchers are critical of this theory, as continued research has not 
demonstrated a select set of traits that define a leader (Northouse, 2016).  
Like the trait approach is the skills approach. In this approach, leadership depends 
on the leader having three types of skills: technical, human, and conceptual. The skill 
level of the leader in each of these areas will depend on the management level that a 
leader performs. While not as well studied outside of the military, it has been used in the 
field of recreation to explain the leadership skills needed by various levels of employees 
(Northouse, 2016; Russell, 2005).  
In the 1960s and 1970s, contrasting views to the trait and skills approaches to 
leadership were presented. Bennis (1997), considered by many to be the father of modern 
leadership, said, “The most dangerous leadership myth is that leaders are born – that there 
is a genetic factor to leadership. This myth asserts that people simply either have certain 
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charismatic qualities or not. That’s nonsense; in fact, the opposite is true. Leaders are 
made rather than born” (p. 163).  
Developed by researchers in the 1960s and 1970s, the behavioral approach was 
one of the first approaches that focused on the leader’s behavior rather than who he or she 
is. The approach assumes that leaders have two focuses: tasks and relationships. It is the 
intersection of these two behaviors that explain how a leader acts. Through their task 
behaviors, leaders facilitate the achievement of goals. Through their relationship 
behaviors, leaders help followers understand themselves, each other, and the situation. 
The behavioral approach signifies a change in leadership research with a movement from 
traits to behaviors (Northouse, 2016).   
In the late 1960s, Hersey and Blanchard developed the situational approach to 
leadership. Since that time, it has been refined multiple times by them as well as by other 
researchers. This approach to leadership focuses on how leaders behave in different 
situations. In this approach, both the leader’s leadership style and the followers’ 
developmental level are accounted for. A leader’s style can then be classified into one of 
four styles that may be used at different points in time and different situations: high 
directive-low supportive (directing approach), high directive-high supportive (coaching 
approach), high supportive-low directive (supporting approach), and low supportive-low 
directive (delegating approach). The second piece of this approach is the follower’s 
developmental level. The developmental level is defined as the level to which followers 
have the competence and commitment necessary to achieve the goal. Followers are 
classified into one of four categories from developing to developed. This approach, while 
widely used, is not as well researched as other leadership theories (Northouse, 2016).  
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The path-goal theory, developed during the 1970s, focuses on the leader’s ability 
to establish the best method of motivation for his or her followers. “It is a contingency 
approach to leadership because effectiveness depends on the fit between the leader’s 
behavior and the characteristics of followers and the task” (Northouse, 2016, p. 135). The 
leader is charged with helping the followers reach their goals. To do this, he or she can 
help remove obstacles, provide support, and motivate the followers in a way that is 
effective for them. This theory is also considered a variant of transactional leadership, 
which is described later.  
The theories above have focused on either the leader, the follower, or the context 
of the situation. The leader-member exchange theory, developed in the mid-1970s, 
focuses on the interactions between the leader and the follower. This theory focuses on 
in-group and out-group members and how they are used to accomplish goals. This theory 
is one of the more well-researched theories as several studies link good leader-member 
exchanges with high outcomes for organizations (Northouse, 2016).  
The next four leadership theories have been developed more recently. Authentic 
leadership focuses on the authenticity of leaders. While identified initially as part of 
transformational leadership, it is now identified as a stand-alone theory. There is no one 
definition of authentic leadership, but it is understood to be “transparent, morally 
grounded, and responsive to people’s needs and values” (Northouse, 2016, p. 220). 
Initially developed in the 1970s by Greenleaf, servant leadership is now coming 
of age in related research. In his original work on the theory Servant as Leader, Greenleaf 
(1970) defined servant leadership as follows:  
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[Servant leadership] begins with the natural feeling that one wants to serve, to 
serve first. Then conscious choice brings one to aspire to lead. . .The difference 
manifests itself in the care taken by the servant—first to make sure that other 
people’s highest priority needs are being served. The best test . . . is: do those 
served grow as persons; do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser, 
freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants? And, what is 
the effect on the least privileged in society; will they benefit, or, at least, will they 
not be further deprived? (p. 15) 
Multiple efforts have been made to conceptualize servant leadership, leading to 
multiple descriptions, but most commonly the ten characteristics of servant leadership are 
considered to be listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptualization, 
foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building community 
(Spears, 2001).  
The most well-researched and referenced leadership theory is transformational 
leadership (Northouse, 2016). The focus of transformational leadership is how “leaders 
motivate others to do more than they originally intended and often more than they 
thought possible” (Avolio & Bass, 2002, p. 1). This approach stresses that leaders need to 
understand and adapt to the needs and motives of the followers.  
Transformational leadership and the full range leadership model 
As mentioned previously, transformational leadership is one of the most popular 
theories of the last 30 years. It is a process of leadership that “changes and transforms 
people” (Northouse, 2016, p. 161). Downton first proposed the concept in the early 1970s 
as he worked to differentiate between revolutionary, rebellious, reform, and ordinary 
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leaders (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Several years later, Burns’ seminal book, Leadership 
(1978), helped popularize transformational leadership. He further refined Downton’s 
concept as he distinguished between transformational and transactional leaders. Based on 
his research on political leaders, Burns found that by expanding the traditional give and 
take of transactional leadership, transformational leaders worked to engage their 
followers to help them reach a higher level of motivation. Burns cited leaders such as 
Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr., and John F. Kennedy as contemporary leaders utilizing 
transformational leadership.  
Much as Burns’ extended Downton’s theory, Bass (1985) expanded upon Burns’ 
theory. Rather than examining transactional leadership and transformational leadership as 
two separate independent leadership styles, Bass’ theory viewed them as belonging on a 
continuum. Bass suggested that different leaders use transactional and transformation 
leadership in differing amounts and differing intensities. As examples of this, he pointed 
to Charles de Gaulle, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Lyndon Johnson (Northouse, 2016). 
Bass also utilized House’s 1976 work on charismatic leadership in his expansion of the 
theory. House postulated that charismatic leaders not only demonstrated specific 
personality characteristics, but they also demonstrated specific behaviors that affect the 
follower’s behavior. As part of his original work, Bass noted that transformational leaders 
(namely political) could also transform through coercive means. He observed that leaders 
like Alexander the Great and Ivan the Terrible used coercion to change the social and 
physical environment, destroying one way of life and making a new one. Outside of 
politics, Bass suggested that industrialists like Henry Ford used similar means to 
transform his workforce (1985).  
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Based on empirical research conducted by Bass and other researchers, the full 
range leadership model was developed by Bass and Avolio. This model includes laissez-
faire, transactional leadership, and transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). The 
transformational leadership piece of the model includes four dimensions of 
transformational leaders: idealized influence (called initially charisma), inspirational 
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (also called 
individualized attention).  
Four dimensions of transformational leaders  
The full range leadership model includes four dimensions of transformational 
leaders. Transformational leaders demonstrate idealized influence. They are role models 
and act in a way that their followers want to emulate. They have high moral standards 
and expect their followers to have the same. They are consistent with their actions over 
time and take risks with their followers, rather than expecting followers to do it on their 
own. They are the reason a group moves forward. Over time, followers will identify with 
the leader’s vision and work to attain that (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
Transformational leaders also demonstrate inspirational motivation. They 
encourage and motivate their followers by setting high expectations and creating meaning 
within their followers’ work. They demonstrate enthusiasm and optimism. They 
encourage followers to think about the future and to think outside of the box. Using this 
method followers are encouraged to become more engaged within the organization 
(Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
Transformational leaders encourage intellectual stimulation among their 
followers. They encourage their followers to be creative and innovative and to think 
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beyond the way things have always been done. Leaders inspire their followers to question 
everything and to think of new solutions to age-old problems (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; 
Northouse, 2016).  
Transformational leaders focus on each of their followers as individuals, 
understanding each one’s needs for achievement and growth. They are often considered 
coaches and mentors. They work to provide learning opportunities for their followers in a 
supportive learning environment. Management by engagement is encouraged, and two-
way communication is the norm. Followers feel engaged, rather than checked on, because 
they trust their leader (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
Components of transactional leadership 
The full range leadership model also includes two components of transformational 
leadership: contingent reward and management-by-exception. Contingent reward is the 
exchange between a leader and a follower. The leader and follower negotiate the 
assignment to be carried out and the reward following the successful completion of the 
assignment. When management-by-exception (active) is in use, a leader actively watches 
his followers for signs of mistakes or rules broken, then takes corrective action. This 
corrective action can include criticism, negative feedback, or negative reinforcement. 
When management-by-exception (passive) is in use, a leader waits until a problem arises 
or until standards are not met, then provides corrective action. Both management-by-
exception methods use negative reinforcement when compared to the contingent reward 
method (Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
Laissez-faire leadership. Laissez-faire is a French phrase that means “let things 
take their own course.” In the full range leadership model, it is considered the most 
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inactive and ineffective type of leadership to use. There is little to no interaction, good or 
bad, between leaders and followers in this style (Avolio, 2011).  
The full range leadership model 
As shown in Chapter I, Figure 1 illustrates the optimal full range leadership 
model. In the development of this model, Bass and Avolio (1994) noted that every leader 
uses each style of leadership to some degree. There are three dimensions to this model. 
The first dimension is how frequently the style is used. The second is the effectiveness of 
the style. The third is how active or passive each style is. When examined together, 
transformational leadership is seen to be the most effective, while laissez-faire is seen to 
be the least effective. After years of research using this model, Avolio (2011) found that 
leaders who use all three methods in the right situations are the most effective (Avolio, 
2011).  
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
Many questionnaires exist that can be used to assess transformational and 
transactional leadership. However, the most validated and researched is the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X Short). There are two forms of the questionnaire: the 
self-rating form, wherein the supervisor rates himself or herself as a leader, and the rater 
form, where followers rate their leaders. Followers can represent four different levels of 
the organization including above, below, or at the same level as the person being rated or 
another relationship, for instance, a customer (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  
 Avolio and Bass (2004) discuss several advantages to using the MLQ. One is that 
it is based on the full range leadership model, which is easy to understand and explain. 
Additionally, it focuses on the personal and intellectual development of the leader and the 
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followers. It also can be used in a 360-degree evaluation of leaders and followers within 
an organization.  
 The MLQ (5X-Short), the current version of the instrument, includes 45 items 
validated by both discriminatory and confirmatory factor analysis. It is designed to 
measure leadership and effectiveness behaviors that have been previously linked to 
success in both individuals and organizations. It measures nine leadership dimensions, by 
using four highly intercorrelated items for each component. Each of the items for the 
components has low correlations with the other eight components. The dimensions are 
associated with the full range leadership model. They include idealized influence 
(attributed charisma), idealized influence (behaviors), inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward, management-
by-exception (active), management-by-exception (passive), and laissez-faire. In addition 
to the 36 items measuring the nine dimensions, three leadership outcomes are measured 
by the remaining nine items: extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction (Avolio & Bass, 
2004).  
Transformational Leadership and Organizational Effectiveness 
 Bass (1998) noted that a leader can impact the outcome of an organization in 
ways that many other internal and external factors do not. In a meta-analysis of 
transformational and transactional leadership, Dumdum, Lowe, and Avolio (2002) found 
that transformational leadership has a stronger relationship to the effectiveness of an 
organization and satisfaction of employees within that organization. Results from these 
analyses also indicated that transformational leadership factors were more highly 
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correlated with work performance than other leadership styles within the full range 
leadership model. Avolio (2011) reported the following:  
Research has supported the idea that on average transformational leadership is far 
more effective than transactional leadership in generating the higher levels of 
extra effort, commitment, performance, and satisfaction of those led. This has 
been true almost regardless of level of leadership position, the type of 
organization, and the culture in which both are embedded. (p. 57) 
Multiple other researchers have found the positive relationship that transformational 
leadership has to organizational effectiveness (Bass & Avolio, 2000; Bommer, Rubin, & 
Baldwin, 2004; Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Kelloway, Barling, & Helleur, 
2000; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Phifer, 2009; Schein & Schein, 2017; 
Young, 1994). These positive relationships have been observed at public, private, and 
governmental organizations.  
Leadership Development 
In their 2012 Leadership Development Factbook, Lowe and O’Leonard indicated 
that US companies spend close to 14 billion dollars each year on leadership development. 
In their 2016 State of the Industry report, American Talent Development found that on 
average organizations spend more than $1,200 per employee on direct learning 
expenditures. These expenditures include the cost to design and administer these 
programs. The high number should not be surprising as a study completed by the 
Conference Board and McKinsey (2012) reported that close to 500 executives from a 
variety of industries noted that leadership development was their number one priority 
when asked about human-capital priorities. Other studies have produced similar results 
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(Avolio, 2011). This is likely because strong leadership is reported to be one of the most 
critical keys to organizational growth and change. Leadership has also been reported as 
being in short supply (Conger & Benjamin, 1999). 
 Van Velsor, McCauley, and Ruderman (2010) defined leader development “as the 
expansion of a person’s capacity to be effective in leadership roles and processes” (p. 2). 
While past research focused on the traits and skills that a leader has (Northouse, 2016), 
newer research has focused on the idea that everyone has the opportunity to become a 
better leader through leadership development (Avolio & Bass, 2002; Bass & Riggio, 
2006; Kouzes & Posner, 2017; McCauley & Douglas, 2004).  
Organizations have two options when it comes to fulfilling their need for effective 
leaders. Either they can work to develop current employees, or they can recruit and hire 
new employees (McCauley, Kanaga, & Lafferty, 2010). There are three main purposes of 
leader development within an organization: performance improvement, or individual 
preparation; succession management; and organizational change, also called a strategic 
intervention (Conger & Benjamin, 1999; McCauley et al., 2010). 
There are many ways in which leaders are developed. The leader development 
model, proposed in the Center for Creative Leadership’s Handbook of Leadership 
Development (Van Velsor et al., 2010) provides a place to start when describing 
leadership development. This two-part model (see Figure 2 in Chapter I) encompasses 
both developmental experiences and the developmental process.  
The experiences through which leaders learn are not all created equal. 
Experiences can include training programs, job assignments, relationships, and more. 
Participation in any of these can help develop a leader. However, the experience will be 
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more developmental if it has elements of assessment, challenge, and support. As 
illustrated on the right side of Figure 4, leader development requires both a variety of 
developmental experiences and ability to learn from experience. It should also be noted 
that the development process is affected by the context in which it takes place. The 
context could include the external environment, organizational culture, and the person 
looking to develop as a leader (McCauley et al., 2010).  
Developmental Methods 
In a study of global organizations, Howard and Wellins (2008) found that 
organizations who had the most effective leadership development programs used a higher 
number of methods than those that were less effective. They observed that it is not just 
the number of methods but the right mix of methods. For instance, a program that not 
only teaches skills but provides opportunities to use those skills will be more effective 
than one that teaches a variety of skills.  
Current research has identified multiple methods currently used for leadership 
development. McCauley et al. (2010) organized these methods into five broad categories: 
developmental relationships, developmental assignments, feedback processes, formal 
programs, and self-development activities.  
Developmental relations 
Yip and Wilson (2010) reported that:  
Across cultures, developmental relationships are consistently the second-most 
cited cluster of learning experiences. This squares with findings from other 
studies (APQC, 2006; Conference Board, 2005) in which relational feedback, 
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coaching, one-on-one mentoring, and peer and group mentoring are identified as 
best practices for leader development. (p. 73) 
Developmental relations are defined as either natural or intentional relationships 
that happen in the workplace or other places in life. In the workplace, intentional 
relationships can be developed to help support learning in a particular area (McCauley et 
al., 2010). McCauley and Douglas (2004) noted that relationships can be a source of 
assessment, challenge, and support, which in turn can lead to learning and development. 
While many developmental relationships are informal, formal relationships both in and 
out of the workplace are becoming more popular. Communities of practice are an 
example of this. Groups of people, typically those who have similar expertise or job 
responsibilities but who do not work in the same department or units, will come together 
to learn from one another and share best practices and challenges. These groups happen 
both within an organization and outside of organizations between companies (McCauley 
et al., 2010).  
Developmental assignments 
In Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience, author Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi 
(1990) discussed the importance of achieving flow as that is where people are happiest. 
Flow is a focus on the activity at hand and the situation. In this state, nothing else seems 
to matter. It is a state of intrinsic motivation. There are nine components to flow, but the 
most applicable to developmental assignments is the challenge-skill balance – the 
concept that the challenge of the task must be balanced with that of the skill of the 
participant. This research applies to leadership development as well, mainly when 
discussing developmental assignments. Work assignments must be appropriately 
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challenging for the skill level of each (Yip & Wilson, 2010). Additionally, appropriate 
amounts of support and assessment must be provided to the individual working on the 
assignments (McCauley et al., 2010).  
They also reported that feedback on performance assisted in leadership 
development. In a study completed by McCall, Lombardo, and Morrison (1988), job 
assignments were observed to have helped people learn strategic thinking, develop 
leadership and persuasion skills, and team building. In the same study, the authors 
reported that hardships or difficult situations also helped people understand how to act on 
people problems and handle difficult relationships.  
A variety of developmental assignments can be used, from taking on informal 
leadership opportunities in a workplace to more formal developmental assignments of 
participating in an action learning team or special project committee within an 
organization. In this situation, a cross-functional team is created to help solve an 
organizational issue. Members work together, bringing individual expertise to propose a 
solution (McCauley et al., 2010).  
Several studies on what methods are most effective have shown that 
developmental assignments and relationships are the most essential methods for 
leadership development (Howard & Wellins, 2008; McCall et al., 1988; Yip & Wilson, 
2010). 
Feedback processes 
Feedback processes are another method of leadership development. Many view 
feedback as something that occurs regularly and naturally within an organization; 
however, research shows that many organizations lack structure for honest feedback. 
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Formal feedback can vary from basic annual employee evaluation forms to something 
more structured like a 360-degree evaluation (McCauley et al., 2010). The Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire, used in its 360-degree method, is considered a very formal 
feedback structure, as it often comprises not only the questionnaire but formalized 
training and coaching once the questionnaire has been completed (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  
Formal programs 
Formal leadership development programs are structured events that bring people together 
for learning and development. McCauley et al. (2010) noted that these formal programs 
“vary widely in their content, pedagogical techniques, purposes, and targeted outcomes” 
(p. 48). Conger (1992) identified four types of leader development programs: knowledge-
based (conceptual understanding), skills training, feedback intensive, and personal 
growth. He found that each has a place in leadership development and serves a different 
purpose. Knowledge-based leader development programs are theory- and concept-driven 
and focus on understanding the why. These programs are not designed to develop skills 
but to give participants information so that they can be more effective in their positions. 
Skills training focuses on taking knowledge and translating it into skills; for instance, 
participants may learn communication or decision-making skills that they can 
immediately use upon their return to work. In informal, feedback intensive programs, 
participants learn about themselves. They then use what they have learned about 
themselves to reflect on how they can improve their leadership effectiveness. Personal 
growth programs focus on the concept that those who are more in touch with themselves, 
their abilities, and their talents, are better leaders. The goal of these programs is to help 
participants identify their abilities and talents. 
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These formal leadership trainings can be identified by their structured curriculum 
and include classroom training, formal education programs (undergraduate or graduate), 
continuing education courses, and workshops (Young, 1994). Avolio (2011) observed 
that even a few hours of leadership training could impact one’s leadership development, 
demonstrating that these opportunities need not be long in duration to have an impact.  
Self-development activities  
With the advent of the Internet, a new dimension of leadership development has 
emerged. Self-development activities are becoming more and more accessible to those 
looking to increase their leadership skills. Self-development activities can either be self-
initiated or suggested by human resources. These activities include books, articles, 
reports, and online resources, invited speakers and colloquia, conferences and trade 
shows, fireside chats, town hall meetings, and all-staff meetings. Books, articles, and 
reports provide leaders knowledge, while speakers and colloquia provide opportunities 
for leaders to think outside of their organizations. Attending conferences provides an 
opportunity to network with others as well as learn from others (McCauley et al., 2010).  
Today’s Parks and Recreation Organizations 
To the general public, the words recreation and leisure are interchangeable, 
something that people do during their free time. In the field of parks and recreation, 
however, each refers to a different action or condition. Although experts within the field 
of parks and recreation offer different definitions of the words, there are many similarities 
(O’Sullivan, 2013). Leisure is typically defined as unobligated time during which people 
voluntarily engage in non-work activities. Recreation refers to an activity or program, 
usually structured (Jordan, Degraaf, & Degraaf, 2005). Throughout the country, the terms 
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are used interchangeably to describe recreation or leisure service organizations. For this 
reason, the terms are used interchangeably here.  
While leisure activities have long existed, formal recreation organizations only 
came into existence in the United States in the late 1800s. In the beginning, the focus of 
the recreation movement was to provide places for people to recreate, typically in parks, 
recreation centers, and playgrounds. Around the turn of the 20
th
 century, specific 
recreation programs became more prevalent. According to Jordan, Degraaf, and Degraaf 
(2005): 
These programs are where people and parks, recreation, and leisure service 
organizations meet…recreation programs are purposeful interventions 
deliberately designed and constructed to produce certain behavioral outcomes 
(e.g., having fun with family and friends, meeting new friends, learning new 
skills, increasing fitness levels) in an individual and/or group. (p. 5) 
Recreation organizations have come a long way since the start of the formal 
recreation movement. The 2016 National Recreation and Park Association Field Report 
found that local and regional park and recreation organizations throughout the United 
States account for one million full- and part-time jobs and approximately 140 billion 
dollars in annual economic activity (National Recreation and Park Association, 2016a). 
Recreation organizations can be found in a variety of sectors including municipal and 
county governments (local), state and federal governments (including the armed forces), 
nonprofit organizations, therapeutic recreation settings, commercial organizations, 
corporate recreation, membership recreation, and human services organizations (medical 
facilities, churches, schools, colleges, etc.) (Jordan et al., 2005; Russell, 2005).  
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A typical park and recreation organization operated by a local government has 
approximately 33 full-time equivalents (FTEs). This includes a mix of full- and part-time 
staff in a variety of positions (National Recreation and Park Association, 2016a). As the 
size of the jurisdiction grows, so does the number of staff within the organization. There 
are typically three types of employees within a parks and recreation organization: direct 
service, supervisory, and administrative. Direct service employees are the front-line 
contacts with customers and include those that maintain parks and facilities as well as 
those who provide recreation programming (activities) in areas ranging from camps and 
aquatics to sports and seniors. Many of these employees serve in either part-time, 
seasonal positions or entry-level, full-time positions. Titles for these positions include 
camp counselor, lifeguard, or facility attendant. Middle managers, typically referred to as 
supervisory leaders in the recreation field, are responsible for supervising and 
coordinating direct service staff and volunteers. These managers oversee several areas of 
expertise, for instance, aquatics and sports or teens and seniors. Depending on the size of 
the organization, titles include recreation coordinator or supervisor, program director, or 
center director. Administrative leaders hold the executive positions in most 
organizations. Their focus is on planning, developing, controlling, and evaluating. Titles 
of such leaders include CEO or director (Russell, 2005).  
Types of leaders needed in parks and recreation organizations 
As Van Velsor et al. (2010) noted, at some point, most people will be in a 
leadership role. The role can vary from a formal position to an informal position. Those 
in formal positions have the option to make decisions and then act on the decisions. In an 
informal position, there are few options for making an official decision. This holds true 
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for those employed in the parks and recreation field. To succeed in their positions, all 
professionals employed in parks and recreation, from administrative leaders to direct 
service providers, must demonstrate leadership. What varies in each of these roles is the 
amount of time that a professional spends performing a specific leadership function. 
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1982), there are three types of leadership functions: 
technical, human relations, and conceptual. In the recreation field, technical functions 
include those such as planning and implementing programs, organizing classes and sports 
activities, evaluating programs, and performing general office tasks. Human relations 
leadership functions include knowing and understanding the demographics (including 
special needs) of those that one is serving in a way that one can develop appropriate 
programs to meet the outcomes they need, appropriately using group dynamic theories to 
work with groups, and having the ability to relate with customers as well as other 
professionals and organizations, including boards and councils. Conceptual human 
relations functions include having a comprehensive understanding of parks, recreation, 
and leisure philosophies and theories, having a sound professional philosophy, and being 
willing to work to improve the field and society as a whole.  
Each type of parks and recreation professional (administrative, supervisory, and 
direct service) spends varying amounts of time using each of these leadership functions. 
Figure 3 provides an overview of how much time each type of leader will spend using 
each leadership function.  
In addition to utilizing various leadership functions in their work, recreation 
professionals also serve a number of different roles, as they work to serve their 
communities. Some of these roles include those of communicator, enabler, innovator, 
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intrapreneur, idea champion, sponsor, orchestrator, dreamer, coordinator, motivator, 
problem solver, and decision maker (Russell, 2005). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. Recreation leadership functions according to leadership types. Adapted from 
Leadership for recreation, parks and leisure services (p. 137) by C.R. Edginton, S.D. 
Hudson, K.G. Scholl, and L. Lauzon (2011), Champaign, IL:Sagamore. Copyright 2011 
by Sagamore. Reprinted with permission. 
Today’s parks and recreation services differ from those of years past. Since the 
1970s public organizations have been forced to do more with less as competition for tax 
dollars between departments within municipalities has become fierce. Demands for parks 
and recreation have increased as there is a renewed focus on health and wellness and as 
the Baby Boomer generation retires. Additionally, technological changes have pushed 
organizations to move faster than they are prepared to move. There is no sign that these 
issues are abating or that this rapid period of change will shift and slow down in the 
future. As Russell (2005) stated, “This calls for creative, courageous, thoughtful 
leadership. Leaders in leisure services must be prepared to confront today’s and 
tomorrow’s problems. We must come to grips with rapidly changing attitudes, behavior 
patterns, and lifestyles as they affect leisure interests and practices” (p. 2).  
Types Functions 
Administrative 
Leaders 
 
Supervisory 
Leaders 
 
Direct Service 
Leaders 
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Additionally, as Edginton et al. (2011, p. xiii) noted, “…effective recreation, 
parks, and leisure service leader(s) will also be required to promote and encourage 
diversity, tolerance, and understanding within their settings.” To be an effective leader in 
parks and recreation organizations, one must be developed to serve in the role.  
Leadership Development in Parks and Recreation 
While there is limited research and literature related to how leaders develop in the 
field of parks and recreation, what literature exists indicates that leadership development 
in the field happens in two ways: formally and informally. Formal leadership 
development happens through enrollment in parks and recreation programs at colleges 
and universities as well as through formal employment training offered by the 
organization or other outside entities. Informal leadership development happens through 
on-the-job training and other personal experiences.  
Formal leadership development 
Several hundred college and university programs throughout the country offer 
two- and four-year programs in parks and recreation. Currently, 75 of these programs are 
accredited by the Council on Accreditation of Parks, Recreation, Tourism (COAPRT). 
While this is only a small portion of the programs, many other programs follow the 
COAPRT learning outcomes for what a student learns in the program’s foundation areas. 
Foundation areas include historical, scientific, and philosophical foundations; design, 
implementation, and evaluation of park, recreation, and human service experiences; and 
operational and strategic management of organizations in parks, recreation, tourism, and 
related professions (NRPA, 2016b). Classes in these foundation areas range from 
leadership to evaluations and finance to program implementation. Additionally, 
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COAPRT accreditation requires that students participate in a 400-hour internship before 
graduation. Before beginning the internship, they must also have 1,000 hours of 
experience in the field of parks and recreation. Graduates of programs that follow 
COAPRTs learning outcomes are often well prepared to step into entry-level roles within 
the parks and recreation field (National Recreation and Park Association, 2016b).  
While many employed in the field have degrees in parks and recreation, a recent 
informal study conducted for CPRS found that most recreation organizations in 
California are hiring people into recreation positions who lack degrees in the field. This 
number is thought to be as high as 70 percent of employees. There is currently an effort 
through CPRS to offer formal training to these employees, to provide them with the 
technical and conceptual knowledge that they lack regarding leadership functions (C. J. 
Chamberlain, personal communication, August 16, 2016). 
In addition to college and university programs, many employed in parks and 
recreation settings also take advantage of other formal training opportunities. These 
include those offered by their organizations, such as human resources management, 
sexual harassment training, child abuse training, and more. Many of these internal 
offerings are management-focused rather than leadership-focused. Additionally, national 
and state parks and recreation organizations host conferences each year that focus on 
parks- and recreation-related topics including leadership. Nationally, these conferences 
have thousands of participants and have hundreds of educational sessions to choose from 
(National Recreation and Park Association, n.d.). 
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Informal leadership development 
While formal leadership development plays a significant role in developing 
leaders in the parks and recreation field, research also demonstrates the importance of on-
the-job learning. According to McCauley and Brutus (1998), research shows that 
approximately 70 percent of leadership development occurs through on-the-job 
experience. This is in comparison to the less than 10 percent of development that comes 
from formal training. Research conducted by McCall et al. (1988) on public sector 
executives found that there were key events that impacted careers. Respondents indicated 
events in three categories impact their leadership: assignments, other people, and 
hardships. This study also looked to identify the types of work assignments that were 
instrumental in the executive’s careers. Most commonly they included early work 
experiences, supervisory jobs, the change from front-line staff to staff jobs, and the 
ability to handle projects and take initiative.  
A study by Knapp (2000) looked specifically at local parks and recreation 
organizations to understand how leaders develop on the job and to understand which 
work and life experiences impacted their careers. After conducting 30 in-person 
interviews with leaders in local parks and recreation organizations in Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky, and Ohio, Knapp identified seven categories of career experiences that helped 
leaders develop through their careers: exposure to challenges, networking, involvement in 
professional organizations, building a sense of community, interaction with mentors, job 
assignments, and politics. According to Knapp, 
 [Each of these experiences] is influenced by conditions that act to either facilitate 
or constrain the experience from taking place…action taken into [sic] response of 
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the strategy (such as networking opportunities) will have certain outcomes or 
consequences. Consequences are evidence of change because the action taken into 
[sic] response to the strategy requires adaptation. (p. 89)  
Eighteen conditions and seven consequences were identified as a part of the 
study.  
As cited in Knapp (2002), Wick (1988) suggested that “challenge in the 
workplace means that there is a gap between what an individual can and needs to do to 
succeed in work situations” (p. 20). This is in line with Csikszentmihalyi's (2012) work 
on “optimal experiences.” People crave experiences that provide them with an optimal 
amount of challenge in comparison to their ability. Experiences like these put people into 
what Csikszentmihalyi called flow. People whose experiences are centered around flow 
tend to be happier. In the parks and recreation sector, these challenges can take multiple 
forms including interacting and working with new people inside and outside the 
organization, influencing groups and people, or initiating a new project. Often these 
projects are inherent within jobs; other times challenges must be added to the employee’s 
job (Knapp, 2002).  
Networking is often seen as an opportunity to interact with others in the field, to 
learn and develop contacts and in the process an opportunity to further one’s career. In 
the parks and recreation field, networking often occurs both in the workplace and at 
professional events including conferences and participation with professional 
organizations (Knapp, 2002). 
 The parks and recreation field has many professional organizations that those 
employed in the field can take advantage of. Organizations can be found at the local, 
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state, and national level. The largest is the National Recreation and Park Association 
which serves public park and recreation organizations and those in related fields. 
Involvement in these organizations provides an opportunity for both networking and 
learning.  
 Professionals in the parks and recreation field are often drawn to the field because 
of their interest in giving back to the community. In Knapp’s 2000 study, professionals 
reported that they received both intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction from giving back to 
the community. Frequently, those in the parks and recreation field are required to work 
with other local organizations and government organizations. For instance, many 
organizations partner with their local school districts and nonprofits to offer the best 
services they can to the community. This involvement creates a sense of community for 
professionals in the field (Knapp, 2002). 
 As part of long-term career plans, employers should provide various assignments 
to challenge and interest employees. These various assignments provide a reliable source 
of learning (McCauley & Brutus, 1998). Assignments that require employees to learn 
new skills to succeed are beneficial to their career in the long term.   
 The parks and recreation field is naturally a very social field. As such, 
relationships play a significant role in informal leadership development. Knapp (2000) 
found that early careers were impacted by professionals who liked and supported their 
boss. Additionally, professionally related mentorships provide early-career professionals 
with opportunities to get career guidance, developmental opportunities, and help within 
the organization.  
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Job assignments occur throughout a professional’s career; it is the type of job 
assignments that change. This happens most often when a professional is given a new 
assignment. New assignments require one to learn and adapt and may make the employee 
feel uncomfortable or challenged more than usual. These are feelings that can lead to 
more significant growth for a professional if he or she is willing to persevere through the 
challenge.  
Summary 
This chapter provided an overview of leadership theories over the past 70 years, 
including detailed information on the full range leadership model (Bass & Avolio, 1994) 
that served as part of the theoretical background for this study. It also provided an 
overview of methods for leadership development in organizations today, including the 
leader development model that served as the second part of the theoretical background 
for the study. The final section of this chapter focused on leadership in today’s parks and 
recreation organizations and leadership development within parks and recreation.  
While there is a significant amount of empirical research that has been completed 
on the full range leadership model as well as general leadership development methods, 
little to no empirical research exists on leadership or leadership development methods 
within the public parks and recreation field. This study helps fulfill the need for this 
research. Chapter III provides information on the methodology of the study.  
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Restatement of the Purpose 
The purpose of this survey study was to determine the self-perceived type of 
leadership used by professionals in the public parks and recreation field and to examine 
the relationship between types of leadership development methods and transformational 
leadership. This study focused on public parks and recreation professionals in California. 
Data were collected through self-reported surveys.  
 Research Design 
This research study utilized a quantitative, self-administered, online survey to 
collect information on self-perceived levels of leadership, leadership development 
methods, and leader demographics from parks and recreation professionals in California. 
A survey methodology was chosen for this study because survey questionnaires provide 
the best alignment of time and effort to provide the necessary data to examine the 
research questions. Surveys have many advantages, the greatest of which may be 
flexibility. Surveys can be designed for any project or situation, they can be loosely or 
rigidly structured, they have multiple administration options, and they can reduce 
turnaround time and lower project costs (McNabb, 2008). Fink (2009) suggested that 
“surveys are best when you need information directly from people about what they 
believe, know, and think” (p. 11).  
The survey included three parts. The first was the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (MLQ). The questions in this part of the instrument were used to determine 
the level of leadership from the full range leadership model that each respondent uses. 
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The second section included researcher-developed questions related to -leadership 
development methods. The third section included researcher-developed questions 
regarding the demographics of respondents.  
Population and Sample 
The population for this study was professionals working in the parks and 
recreation field in California who were members of the California Parks and Recreation 
Society. CPRS had 4,063 members throughout California as of February 28, 2018 
(California Park and Recreation Society, 2018b). Approximately 86 percent of public 
parks and recreation organizations in California have at least one individual member of 
CPRS. Additionally, more than 175 parks and recreation organizations have 
organizational memberships to CPRS (California Park and Recreation Society, 2017).  
This population was selected as the researcher had access to the sample. CPRS 
requires that all email contact with members come directly through CPRS Headquarters; 
thus, all emails to potential participants came directly from CPRS. 
The sample included all CPRS members who self-identified as currently working 
for or having worked for public parks and recreation organizations in a leadership role. 
Although others can be members of CPRS, one of the first questions on the survey asked 
respondents to verify that they are currently or have been employed in a public parks and 
recreation agency either full- or part-time. Additionally, participants were asked if they 
were or had been leaders within their organization. For purposes of this study, leaders 
were defined as anyone who led one or more staff/volunteers and/or one or more program 
areas (aquatics, youth, sports, seniors, etc.).  
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Instrumentation 
Participants in this study completed a self-administered, online survey. The 
survey’s three parts were designed to collect information on self-perceived levels of 
leadership, leadership development methods, and leader demographics.  
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
According to Bass and Riggio (2006), numerous instruments can be used to assess 
transformational leadership. The most widely accepted, in field and laboratory research, 
is the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), which is designed to study 
transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant leadership styles, from most 
effective leadership behaviors to least effective. As it covers such a broad range of 
behaviors, it has been found to be more appropriate to use at all levels of organizations 
and across different types of organizations (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  
Level of leadership information provided by the MLQ in this study determined the 
dependent variable. The self-perceived type of leadership was used as the dependent 
variable in examining the relationship between types of leadership development methods 
and transformational leadership. 
First published by Bass and Avolio in 1990, the MLQ has undergone multiple 
revisions over the past 30 years. These revisions are based on extensive research 
completed in the public and private sectors, in nations around the world, with individuals 
of all ages and gender, and in varying levels of the workforce (Avolio & Bass, 2004; Bass 
& Riggio, 2006).  
The MLQ (5X-Short) consists of a 45-item, Likert-type scale. The instrument 
uses a 5-point scale: 0 (not at all), 1 (once in a while), 2 (sometimes), 3 (fairly often), and 
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4 (frequently, if not always). There are 36 standardized items, assessing the nine 
leadership dimensions associated with the full range leadership model: idealized 
influence (attributed charisma), idealized influence (behaviors), inspirational motivation, 
intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward, management-
by-exception (active), management-by-exception (passive), and laissez-faire. There are 
four items associated with each of the nine dimensions. Each of the four items is highly 
inter-correlated and is as low as possible in correlation with the other eight dimensions 
(Avolio & Bass, 2004). Additionally, leadership outcomes, measured separately from 
leadership style, are also measured by the MLQ. The leadership outcomes measured are 
extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction. A sample copy of the MLQ (5X-Short) can be 
found in Appendix A. Mind Garden, Inc., the MLQ (5X-Short) copyright holder, granted 
permission to reproduce the MLQ (5X-Short) survey online as a part of this study. See 
Appendix B for a copy of the permission letter.  
According to Avolio & Bass (2004), the Internet has become an effective and 
efficient method for completing the MLQ (5X-Short), and the use of the Internet may 
help to boost overall response rates. This part of the survey took participants 
approximately 15 minutes to complete.  
Validity and reliability of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
According to Ary, Cheser Jacobs, Sorenson, and Walker, “Information derived 
from measuring instruments ranges from excellent to virtually useless. There are 
systematic ways to assess the usefulness of the scores derived from measuring 
instruments” (2010, p. 241). Two of these systematic ways are validity and reliability. 
Validity is the extent to which an instrument measures what it is supposed to measure. 
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Validity is also a measure of how well the instrument matches the underlying theoretical 
concepts (Creswell, 2014). Reliability reflects whether a measure consistently conveys 
the same meaning over time (Ary et al., 2010; Creswell, 2014; Henderson, Bialeschki, & 
Browne, 2017). The MLQ has met these requirements. Over the past 30 years, the MLQ 
has been revised several times based on new research. The most recent revision, the MLQ 
(5X), was developed following criticism of the MLQ (5R). Following the revision, 
researchers conducted an internal review of the construct validity of the instrument and 
found it to be valid. They also reviewed the reliabilities, according to Avolio and Bass 
(2004): 
The reliabilities for each of the six leadership factor scales ranged from 
.63 to .92 in the initial sample set, and .64 to .92 in the replication set. The 
reliabilities presented here for each scale was [sic]consistent with earlier 
results reported for the MLQ (see Bass & Avolio, 1990). Estimates of 
internal consistency were above .70 for all scales except for active 
management-by-exception. (p. 65) 
Leadership development methods  
The second section of the survey focused on leadership development methods, the 
independent variables for this study. The researcher created questions designed to elicit 
information on participants’ past leadership development experiences. Questions were 
developed using an assortment of texts, articles, and existing instruments (Avolio & Bass, 
2004; Bass & Avolio, 1994; Conger, 1992; Howard & Wellins, 2008; Hurd & Buschbom, 
2010; Knapp, 2000; Law, 2011; Lowe & O’Leonard, 2012; McCall et al., 1998; 
McCauley & Douglas, 2004; McCauley et al., 2010; Van Velsor et al., 2010; Yip & 
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Wilson, 2010; Young, 1994). The results were used in this study to determine the 
leadership development methods experienced by professionals in examining the 
relationship between types of leadership development methods and transformational 
leadership.   
The researcher constructed these questions using principles of survey design as 
described in Couper (2008), Fink (2009), and Fowler (2009). Where necessary, the 
researched provided definitions to clarify the meanings of specific terms. A review of 
leadership, leadership development, and parks and recreation literature was completed to 
develop the list of leadership development methods. The leadership development 
methods were broken down into five broad categories. The questions in the leadership 
development methods section consisted of a listing of 60 potential leadership 
development methods items aligned within the following categories. The number of 
methods listed in each follows in parenthesis.  
 Formal programs (12) 
 Feedback processes (4) 
 Developmental relationships (14) 
 Developmental assignments (16) 
 Self-development activities (14) 
 Open-ended (1) 
Respondents were asked to identify which of the leadership development methods 
they had or had participated in at any point during their lives. The open-ended question at 
the end provided an opportunity for participants to include any additional leadership 
experiences that they had had. This part of the survey took approximately 5 minutes to 
complete. See Appendix C for a copy of the Leadership Development Methods section of 
the survey. 
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Validity and reliability of the leadership development methods section 
An expert panel assisted in evaluating this section of the survey for face and content 
validity. The panel consisted of four faculty members from a local university’s 
hospitality, recreation, and tourism department. All faculty on the panel had research and 
education experience in the field of leadership and had worked as leaders in the public 
parks and recreation field. Using a Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert Panels 
(VREP), developed by Simon and White (2016), the panel examined the survey for 
clarity, wordiness, balance, and use of jargon or technical language. Additionally, the 
panel examined the questions to determine whether they were sufficient to resolve the 
problem in the study as well as how well they measured the construct of leadership 
development methods. See Appendix D for a copy of the VREP. The panel found the 
questionnaire to have both face and content validity.  
Demographics 
To further understand the correlation analysis between the MLQ (5X-Short) and 
the Leadership Development Methods Questionnaire, survey participants were asked to 
answer demographic questions. Questions included age, gender, education, as well as 
where they believed they were in their career at the time of the survey. Response 
categories consisted of nominal, ordinal, and ratio rating scales. See Appendix E for a 
copy of the Demographics section of the survey. 
Pilot test 
 Pilot testing has been identified as a critical element in survey methods (Rothgeb, 
2008). A pilot study was conducted to assure the appropriateness of the data collection 
methods as well as the ease of completing the online survey.  
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The pilot study was conducted with members of the California Park and 
Recreation Society, District 3 Board in December 2017. A total of 16 members received 
an invitation to participate. They received a reminder one week after the initial email was 
sent. All members of the board held leadership roles in their organizations at the time. In 
addition to taking the survey, respondents were asked to review the questions and 
instructions for clarity and readability as well as ease of completing the survey. 
Respondents reported any difficulties or questions they had throughout the process 
(Fowler, 2009). A total of 7 people responded to the survey as part of the pilot study. 
The pilot study also provided an opportunity to assess the data analysis 
procedures. The following sections describe the data collection and analysis plans in 
detail.  
Data Collection Procedures 
 In January 2018, the researcher, via email, requested permission from the CPRS 
executive director to survey the members. The request for permission included 
background information on the study, the timeline for the study, and information on 
safeguarding participants’ information as well as information on plans for using the 
collected data and results. In addition to receiving permission from CPRS, approval was 
granted by the researcher’s dissertation committee, the institutional review board (IRB) at 
the researcher’s current educational university, and the IRB at the university where the 
researcher is a faculty member.  
 The survey was developed in Qualtrics, an online survey system. All data were 
collected through Qualtrics, including the pilot test. The survey was broken into different 
pages so that participants were not overwhelmed by the overall length.   
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Once approved, the survey was introduced to the sample population via email. 
The first email was sent on February 5, 2018, directly to CPRS members from CPRS 
Headquarters. The email included an invitation to participate and a link to the survey (see 
Appendix F). When participants clicked on the link, they were provided with a consent 
form to sign electronically before continuing the survey (see Appendix G). 
Several methods were employed to increase the response rate. On February 22, 
2018, a reminder email was sent to all CPRS members from CPRS Headquarters (see 
Appendix H). Two weeks later, during the annual CPRS conference, business cards with 
information about the survey were passed out to those attending (see Appendix I). Over 
1,000 cards were passed out during sessions, at exhibit hall booths, and during lunch. A 
final reminder email was sent to all CPRS members from CPRS Headquarters on March 
22, 2018 (see Appendix J). The survey was closed on March 23, 2018.  
Data Analysis 
Data from this study were collected in Qualtrics and analyzed using R. Before 
beginning the analysis all quantitative data were checked and cleaned by the researcher. 
The first step in the formal analysis was to check the reliability of the survey 
instrument. To complete this step, a Cronbach’s alpha test was completed for each of the 
appropriate items in the survey. The second step was to analyze the demographic data 
using descriptive statistics. Then the MLQ (5X-Short) portion of the survey was 
analyzed. Finally, the leadership development methods section was analyzed. 
The MLQ (5X-Short) scores were used to answer the first research question 
regarding the self-perceived level of full range leadership used by the respondents. The 
first step in scoring the MLQ (5X-Short) was to group the items by scale. Once the items 
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were grouped, the MLQ (5X-Short) scores were calculated by finding the mean scores for 
each of the nine dimensions. The score is derived by adding the scores of the items 
answered together and dividing them by the total number of items answered. Leadership 
outcomes scores were analyzed by grouping them together and then calculating the mean 
scores for each. Once those calculations were completed, the researcher determined 
whether the leader was more or less transformational, transactional, or laissez-faire than 
the norm by using the norming table provided by the authors of the MLQ (5X-Short).  
The first step in answering the second research question, regarding possible 
relationships between types of leadership development methods and self-perceived use of 
transformational leadership, was to develop a score for each of the five categories (formal 
programs, feedback processes, developmental relationships, developmental assignments, 
and self-development activities). Scores were calculated by summing the total number of 
experiences a respondent had participated in. Each of these scores was then correlated 
with scores from the MLQ (5X-Short). Correlation deals with the relationship between 
two variables. The strength of the relationship is represented by the correlation 
coefficient (Howell, 1999).  
Correlations are determined using the Pearson’s product-moment correlation 
coefficient if the data meet four assumptions: (a) variables can be measured at interval or 
ratio level (they are continuous), (b) there is a linear relationship between the two 
variables, (c) there are no significant outliers, and (d) the variables are normally 
distributed (Howell, 1999).  
As the variables here were continuous, the first assumption was met. The next 
step in checking to see if the assumptions were met was to generate a scatterplot. The 
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scatterplot provided a visual as to whether the relationship between the leadership 
development method dimension and transformational leadership was linear (assumption 
2). The scatterplot also provided a visual as to whether there were significant outliers in 
the data (assumption 3). A final test, the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, was used to 
determine if the variables were normally distributed (assumption 4).  
For all data where the assumptions were met, the Pearson’s product-moment 
correlation coefficient test was conducted to determine the magnitude and significance of 
the relationship between each of the five categories and the self-perceived use of 
transformational leadership. The results of the correlation coefficient (r) can range from  
-1 to 1. The closer to 1 or -1 the result is, the stronger the relationship between the two 
variables. For purposes of this study, weak relationships range from 0 to 0.3 (or 0 to  
-0.3), moderate relationships range from 0.3 to 0.7 (or -0.3 to -0.7), and strong 
relationships range from 0.7 to 1(or -0.7 to -1) (Howell, 1999). For example, an r of .9 
would indicate a strong, positive relationship while an r of -.2 would indicate a weak, 
negative relationship.  
If the assumptions for the Pearson’s product-moment correlation were not met, 
then the data were analyzed using the Spearman’s rank-order correlation. While the 
Pearson’s product-moment correlation provides the strength and direction of the two 
linear variables, the Spearman’s rank-order correlation determines the strength and 
direction of the monotonic relationship between the two variables. This correlation has 
two assumptions; that the variables are ordinal or continuous and that there is a 
monotonic relationship between variables. Similar to the Pearson’s product-moment 
correlation, the Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficient (rs) results can range from -
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1 to 1. The closer to 1 or -1 the result is, the stronger the relationship between the two 
variables. For this study, weak relationships ranged from 0 to 0.3, moderate relationships 
ranged from 0.3 to 0.7, and strong relationships ranged from 0.7 to 1 (Howell, 1999).  
Researcher Background 
 The researcher is a graduate of California Polytechnic State University, San Luis 
Obispo with a B.S. in Recreation Administration with a concentration on community and 
nonprofit recreation. Additionally, the researcher is a graduate of Clemson University 
with an M.B.A. and M.S. in Parks, Recreation, and Tourism Management. 
The researcher has over 20 years of experience working in the field of parks and 
recreation including in the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. As part of this work, the 
researcher developed and implemented formal and informal leadership development 
programs for Girl Scouts, Rotary International, and local parks and recreation 
organizations. The researcher is currently employed as a faculty member in a hospitality, 
recreation, and tourism management program at a local university while completing this 
doctorate program. As part of this position, the research teaches undergraduate and 
graduate leadership courses. It is this experience in the field that has led to this project. 
Throughout the researcher’s time in these positions, leadership has proved to be of great 
importance, both in the types of leadership used and how leadership is developed.  
Human Subjects and Ethical Considerations 
Guidelines from the IRB at the researcher’s current educational university and at 
the university where the researcher currently teaches were consulted as the researcher 
designed the methods and instrument for this study.  
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 As part of the guidelines, all participants were asked to provide consent to 
participate in the study. The informed consent form, available on the same webpage as 
the survey, had to be completed prior to taking the survey (see Appendix G for a copy of 
the consent form). As a benefit to participating in the survey, participants had the option 
of entering a drawing for a free entry into a California Park and Recreation Society 
training event. A certificate was mailed to the winner of the drawing.  
All data were collected online through a secured server. Once collected, they were 
downloaded and stored in a password-protected file. Before data analysis, names and 
emails of those interested in entering the drawing were removed from the dataset and 
stored separately. No risks or discomforts were anticipated to participants from 
participating in this research. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
 The purpose of this study was to determine the self-perceived type of leadership 
professionals use in the public parks and recreation field and to examine the relationship 
between types of leadership development methods and transformational leadership. A 
survey, including the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ (5X-Short)) as well as 
a researcher-developed section on leadership development and demographics, was used 
to answer the following research questions:  
1. What self-perceived level of full range leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or 
transformational) do professionals in the public parks and recreation field in 
California use? 
2. To what extent is there a relationship between types of leadership development 
methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership?  
Responses from the MLQ (5X-Short) section were analyzed to answer the first 
research question. A correlational analysis was completed using responses from the MLQ 
(5X-Short) section and the leadership development section to answer the second research 
question. This chapter provides detailed information on the results of the analysis for 
each part of the study, including the MLQ (5X-Short), leadership development, and 
demographic information.  
Responses 
 Over a period of two months in Winter 2018, three emails were sent to CPRS 
members requesting that they take the survey. Table 1 provides the details of the emails 
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sent, the number of emails that were opened, the number of links that were opened, and 
the number of emails that bounced back or were returned as an invalid email.  
Table 1 
Response Data for Survey Requests 
 
# Sent # Delivered 
# Opened 
Email 
# Opened 
Links 
# of 
Emails 
Bounced Unsubscribed 
Email 1 3950 3903 1198 292 47 5 
Email 2 3925 3884 1259 241 41 1 
Email 3 3908 3870 1015 207 38 2 
A total of 378 surveys were completed. Completed meant that respondents had 
clicked through each screen of the survey from beginning to end. Of these surveys, only 
one respondent clicked through the questions without answering any questions. This 
respondent was removed, and the initial sample was n=377.  
An additional 291 people accessed the survey and either looked only at the 
consent screen or started the survey but did not finish. The results of these surveys were 
downloaded and inspected for completeness. A total of 17 respondents had completed the 
survey through both the MLQ (5X-Short) questions and the leadership development 
questions. These 17 respondents were added to the completed data set, for a combined 
n=384.  
All identifying information was then removed, and results were examined for 
fitness for the study. A total of 16 respondents did not self-identify as currently employed 
in a parks and recreation organization or having been employed in a parks and recreation 
organization in the past or self-identified as not currently in a leadership role within their 
organization or having been in a leadership role in the past in a parks and recreation 
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organization. Each of these respondents was removed from the dataset, leaving a final 
total of n=372.  
Missing data 
While completing the MLQ (5X-Short), several of the respondents missed a 
question. These missed questions were assumed to be accidental and random. According 
to the Scoring Key, blank answers should not be included in the calculation (Avolio & 
Bass, 2004). It was not possible to determine if questions were missed in the Leadership 
Development Methods section of the survey, as negative and skipped responses appeared 
with identical values in the data.  
Demographics 
 Much like the general population of CPRS, respondents of this study represented 
a broad range of ages, education levels, and where they felt they were in their career. 
 Respondents ranged from age 20 to age 69 with a mean age of 43.38 (SD=11.92). 
Respondents were asked to self-identify where they felt they were in their career at this 
time, on a scale from 0-100. Responses ranged from 0 percent (just starting their career) 
to 100 percent (retired), with a mean score of 58.23 (SD=26.02). These responses are 
consistent with the mean age of the respondents. Over half of the respondents (55.20%) 
had a bachelor’s degree, while more than one-quarter had a master’s (28.00%). Table 2 
provides further insight into respondents’ educational levels.  
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Table 2  
Respondents’ Education Levels (n=357) 
Education Level n % 
Less than a high school diploma 0 0 
High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) 2 0.56 
Some college, no degree 31 8.68 
Associate degree (e.g., AA, AS) 22 6.16 
Bachelor’s degree (e.g., BA, BS) 197 55.20 
Master’s degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEd) 100 28.00 
Doctorate (e.g., PhD, EdD) 5 1.4 
Professional degree (e.g., MD, DDS, DVM, JD)  0 0 
There were 133 (37.3%) male respondents, 222 (62.6%) female respondents, and 
2 (.006%) respondents who identified as other. While this may seem skewed for the 
general population, it mirrors the percent of female recreation workers (62.3%) in the 
United States according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2018). 
Research Question 1 
The first part of the survey completed by respondents, the MLQ (5X-Short), was 
designed to answer the first research question: “What self-perceived level of full range 
leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or transformational) do professionals in the public 
parks and recreation field in California use?” The first step in this analysis was to conduct 
a Cronbach’s alpha to determine the internal reliability of the scale. The results of the 
Cronbach’s alpha for each of the nine dimensions are detailed in Table 3. While much 
debate exists about precisely what is an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, George 
and Mallery (2003) provided a rule of thumb that anything less than .5 is considered poor 
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while anything under .6 is considered questionable. It is important to note that a low level 
is not necessarily wrong; it might mean that there were not enough questions in the test. 
Table 3 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability for Dimensions of Leadership  
Construct 
# of 
Items 
Alpha 
Sample 
Alpha 
MLQ Sample* 
Transformational Leadership    
Idealized Influence (Attributed) 4 0.59 .70 
Idealized Influence (Behavior) 4 0.64 .64 
Inspirational Motivation 4 0.72 .76 
Intellectual Stimulation 4 0.60 .64 
Individualized Consideration 4 0.57 .62 
Transactional Leadership    
Contingent Reward 4 0.46 .60 
Management-by-Exception (Active) 4 0.66 .75 
Passive/Avoidant Leadership    
Management-by-Exception 
(Passive) 
4 0.53 .64 
Laissez-Faire 4 0.46 .60 
* Alpha MLQ sample provided in the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire: Manual 
and Sample Set (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
In this study, the results of the Cronbach's alpha tests (labeled Alpha Sample in 
Table 3) were mixed, ranging from 0.46 (Contingent Reward and Laissez-Faire) to 0.72 
(Inspirational Motivation). Except for Idealized Influence (Attributed) at 0.59, the 
Cronbach's alpha for the Transformational Leadership dimensions that were the primary 
focus of this study were in the acceptable range.  While the overall results indicate 
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questionable or poor reliability for some dimensions, they mirror the variation of results 
provided by the original MLQ study (labeled Alpha MLQ Sample in Table 3). As the 
alpha is sensitive to the number of items in a test, it is possible that the alpha for these 
lower scoring dimensions was impacted by the small number of items, in this case, four. 
Once the Cronbach’s alpha was completed, the first step in analyzing the MLQ 
(5X-Short) was to create scores for each of the scales by grouping the items by 
dimension, then finding the mean score for each of the nine dimensions. Table 4 provides 
the minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation for each of the nine dimensions. 
The mean score corresponds to the frequency of use where 4.0 means frequently, 3.0 
means fairly often, 2.0 means sometimes, 1.0 means once in a while, and 0.0 means not at 
all. Table 4 also provides the percentiles for individual scores based on self-ratings (U.S.) 
that correspond to the mean score in this study. The percentiles indicate the percent of 
previous respondents from the U.S. with scores that are below the score reported by 
respondents of this study. For instance, a score of >95 percent indicates that the sample 
score is greater than the score for 95 percent of the population that has taken the MLQ 
(5X-Short) (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
Table 4 
Descriptive Statistics for MLQ Variables (n=372) 
Construct Min. Max. M SD Percentile* 
Transformational Leadership      
Idealized Influence (Attributed) 1.25 5 4.01 0.57 >95 
Idealized Influence (Behavior) 1.5 5 4.06 0.58 >95 
Inspirational Motivation 2.25 5 4.23 0.53 >95 
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Table 4 Continued 
Construct Min. Max. M SD Percentile* 
Transformational Leadership, 
continued 
     
Intellectual Stimulation 2 5 4.04 0.52 >95 
Individualized Consideration 2.5 5 4.27 0.52 >95 
Transactional Leadership      
Contingent Reward 2 5 3.99 0.56 >95 
Management-by-Exception 
(Active) 
1 4.75 2.55 0.74 80-90 
Passive/Avoidant Leadership      
Management-by-Exception 
(Passive) 
1 3.75 1.81 0.54 80-90 
Laissez-Faire 1 3 1.47 0.46 90-95 
* Percentiles for individual scores based on self-ratings (U.S.) provided in the Multifactor 
Leadership Questionnaire: Manual and Sample Set (Avolio & Bass, 2004). 
Findings indicate that respondents used transformational leadership dimensions 
frequently (M=4.01-4.27), transactional leadership dimensions fairly often (M=3.99) or 
sometimes (M=2.55), and passive/avoidant leadership once in a while (M=1.47-1.81). 
Once a mean score was calculated for each of the nine dimensions, a mean score was 
then calculated for each of the scales, using the appropriate variables. For instance, the 
transformational leadership scale included scores from the following dimensions: 
Idealized Influence (attributed), Idealized Influence (Behavior), Inspirational Motivation, 
Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration. The closer to five that a score 
was indicated how much more likely it was for a person to exhibit transformational 
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leadership traits. Table 5 provides the min, max, mean, and standard deviation for each of 
the three scales. 
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics: Transformational, Transactional, & Passive Leadership (n=372) 
Leadership style Min. Max. M SD 
Transformational 2.4 5 4.12 0.42 
Transactional 1.71 4.75 3.27 0.5 
Passive 1 3.83 1.64 0.42 
Respondents scored highest in the area of transformational, followed by transactional, 
and passive. This indicates that respondents were more likely to use transformational 
leadership. These findings indicate that respondents used transformational leadership 
dimensions frequently (M=4.12), transactional leadership dimensions fairly often 
(M=3.27), and passive/avoidant leadership once in a while (M=1.64). 
Research Question 2 
 The second part of the survey was designed to gather information on the types of 
leadership development methods respondents had participated in throughout their 
lifetime. The answers to those question provided the data to answer the second research 
question: “To what extent is there a relationship between types of leadership development 
methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership?” 
The first step in this analysis was to conduct a Cronbach’s alpha to determine the 
reliability of the scale. The results are provided in Table 6. 
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Table 6 
Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability for Leadership Development Methods 
Scale # of Items Alpha 
Formal Programs 12 0.68 
Feedback Processes 4 0.39 
Developmental Relationships 14 0.79 
Developmental Assignments 16 0.83 
Self-Development Activities 14 0.77 
Leadership Development Methods 60 0.91 
Except for feedback processes (.39) and formal programs (.68), all of the 
Cronbach alpha scores for the Leadership Development Methods section of the survey 
were in the acceptable range of 0.7 and above. As alpha is sensitive to the number of 
items in a test, it is possible that the alpha for feedback processes was impacted by the 
small number of items, in this case, four.  
 The next step was to develop a score for each of the five categories (formal 
programs, feedback processes, developmental relationships, developmental assignments, 
and self-development activities). Scores were calculated by summing the total number of 
experiences a respondent had participated in. Table 7 provides the details of the 
responses. 
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Table 7 
Measures of Central Tendency for Leadership Development Variables (n= 372) 
 Min. Max. M SD 
Formal Programs 0 12 4.73 2.41 
Feedback Processes 0 4 1.62 1 
Developmental Relationships 1 14 8.44 3.36 
Developmental Assignments 1 16 10.16 3.85 
Self-Development Activities 1 14 7.45 3.07 
All Leadership Development Methods  6 58 32.4 10.84 
 The next step in the process was to correlate these scores with the MLQ (5X-
Short) using either a parametric (Pearson’s product-moment correlation) or 
nonparametric (Spearman’s rank-order correlation) test.  
Correlations determined using the Pearson’s product-moment correlation must 
meet four assumptions: (a) variables can be measured at interval or ratio level (they are 
continuous), (b) there is a linear relationship between the two variables, (c) there are no 
significant outliers, and (d) the variables are normally distributed (Howell, 1999). The 
first assumption was met as the variables were continuous. Scatterplots (Figures 4-9) for 
the Leadership Development Methods were created to look for a linear relationship 
between the variables and to look for outliers. In each scatterplot, the leadership 
development category is displayed on the X axis and is compared to transformational 
leadership on the y axis, with each survey response plotted as a single dot. 
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and formal programs 
 
Formal programs appear to show a positive linear relationship to Transformational 
leadership in Figure 4, with at least three apparent outliers: one high-transformational 
outlier at 0 Formal Programs, and another two low-transformational outliers at 4 and 8 
Formal Programs. 
 
Figure 5. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and feedback processes  
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Feedback processes appear to show a positive linear relationship to transformational 
leadership in Figure 5, with a few apparent low-transformational outliers at 1, 2, 3, and 4 
Feedback Processes. 
 
 
Figure 6. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and developmental relationships  
 
Developmental relationships appear to show a positive linear relationship to 
transformational leadership in Figure 6, with apparent low-transformational outliers at 5, 
7, and 12 Developmental Relationships. 
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Figure 7. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and developmental assignments  
Developmental assignments appear to show a positive linear relationship to 
transformational leadership in Figure 7, with apparent low-transformational outliers at 4, 
11, and 12 Developmental Assignments. 
  
Figure 8. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and self-development activities  
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Self-development activities appear to show a positive linear relationship to 
transformational leadership in Figure 8, with apparent low-transformational outliers at 4, 
6, and 14 Self-Development Activities. 
 
Figure 9. Scatterplot of transformational leadership and all leadership development 
methods  
The combined results of all leadership development methods appear to show a 
positive linear relationship to Transformational Leadership in Figure 9, with apparent 
low-transformational outliers at the bottom of 18, 27, 34, and 53 Leadership 
Development Methods. 
As reported above, there does appear to be some linear relationship between the 
variables, but there are several significant outliers in each of the variables. Additionally, 
the scatterplots appear to demonstrate monotonic relationships between the independent 
and dependent variables. In a monotonic relationship, as one variable increases, another 
increases, or as one variable decreases, another decreases. Variables always increase in 
the same direction but not always at the same rate, unlike linear variables.  
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A final test, the Shapiro-Wilk test of normality, was used to determine if the 
variables were normally distributed. Table 8 details the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test of 
normality.  
Table 8 
Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality for Leadership Development Methods 
 Statistic Sig (p) 
Formal Programs .96 p<.001 
Feedback Processes .87 p<.001 
Developmental Relationships .96 p<.001 
Developmental Assignments .96 p<.001 
Self-Development Activities .98 p<.001 
All Leadership Development Methods  .99 .029 
For the Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality, if p is less than .05, then the data are not 
normally distributed. According to the results in Table 8, none of the data regarding 
Leadership Development Methods were normally distributed. Visual assessments of q-q 
plots (Figures 10-15) for each of the six variables confirmed the results found by the 
Shapiro-Wilk Test of Normality.  
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Figure 10. q-q plot of formal programs 
 
 
 
Figure 11. q-q plot of feedback processes 
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Figure 12. q-q plot of developmental relationships 
 
 
 
Figure 13. q-q plot of developmental assignments 
71 
 
 
 
 
Figure 14. q-q plot of self-development activities 
 
 
Figure 15. q-q plot of all leadership development methods 
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Therefore, assumptions three and four for using Pearson’s product-moment 
correlation have not been met, Spearman’s rank-order correlation test should be used to 
determine correlations. Spearman’s rank-order correlation has two assumptions: (a) the 
variables are ordinal or continuous and (b) there is a monotonic relationship between 
variables. Both assumptions have been met.  
 Spearman’s rank-order correlations were performed on transformational 
leadership and each of the dimensions of leadership development including formal 
programs, feedback processes, developmental relationships, developmental assignments, 
self-development activities, and the combined result of all leadership development 
methods. Table 9 details the results of the Spearman’s rank-order correlation.  
Table 9 
Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation (n=372) 
 Correlation Sig (2-tailed) 
Formal Programs .24 p < .001 
Feedback Processes .25 p < .001 
Developmental Relationships .21 p < .001 
Developmental Assignments .32 p < .001 
Self-Development Activities .37 p < .001 
All Leadership Development Methods .34 p < .001 
 The results above indicate that there is a statistically significant relationship 
between participation in different types of leadership development methods and 
transformational leadership. The results of the Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation test 
indicate that weak, positive correlations were found between transformational leadership 
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and formal programs rs (370) = .24, p < .001, transformational leadership and feedback 
processes programs rs (370) = .25, p < .001, and transformational leadership and 
developmental relationships rs (370) = .25, p < .001.  
 Moderate, positive correlations were found between transformational leadership 
and developmental assignments programs rs (370) = .32, p < .001, transformational 
leadership and self-development activities rs (370) =.37, p < .001, and transformational 
leadership and all leadership development methods rs (370) =.34, p < .001.  
Summary of Findings 
The findings from research question one, “What self-perceived level of full range 
leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or transformational) do professionals in the public 
parks and recreation field in California use?” indicate that respondents tended to view 
themselves as using a transformational leadership style frequently.  
The major findings from research question two, “To what extent is there a 
relationship between types of leadership development methods and self-perceived use of 
transformational leadership?” confirmed that there were positive relationships between 
leadership development methods and the self-perceived use of transformational 
leadership. The positive relationships varied, from weak (formal programs, feedback, 
developmental relationships) to moderate (developmental assignments, self-development 
activities, and overall leadership development methods) for the different dimensions of 
methods. Overall, the data indicated that the respondents believed themselves to be 
transformational leaders. There was a weak to moderate relationship between leadership 
development methods and the self-perceived use of transformational leadership. Chapter 
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V presents a discussion of the findings, conclusions, implications, and recommendations 
for future areas of research and practice as related to these findings.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, & RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
This chapter provides a study overview, including a review of the purpose and 
research questions, a discussion of the findings, and conclusions based on the findings 
described in Chapter IV. A discussion of implications and recommendations for future 
research and practice is also included. 
Study Overview 
As Baby Boomers reach retirement age, many retirements are imminent in the 
field of parks and recreation. This has already begun. It is now imperative for new leaders 
to be developed to take their place (Heimlich, 2010). In response to this and other general 
needs, CPRS, the largest statewide organization for public parks and recreation 
professionals in the nation, has identified leadership development as one of their top 
issues to focus on for the next several years (California Park and Recreation Society, 
2018a). This study was designed to help individuals, leaders of CPRS and public parks 
and recreation organizations, and universities make better decisions regarding leadership 
development. The stated purpose of this study was to determine the self-perceived type of 
leadership that professionals use in the public parks and recreation field and to examine 
the relationship between types of leadership development methods and transformational 
leadership. This study focused on public parks and recreation professionals in California. 
Data were collected through a self-reported online survey. The following research 
questions guided this study: 
76 
 
 
 
1. What self-perceived level of full range leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or 
transformational) do professionals in the public parks and recreation field in 
California use? 
2. To what extent is there a relationship between types of leadership development 
methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership?  
Discussion 
The following is a discussion of the results found in Chapter 4. It is organized by 
the research questions that guided this study.  
Research question 1 
What self-perceived level of full range leadership (laissez-faire, transactional, or 
transformational) do professionals in the public parks and recreation field in California 
use? 
For the purposes of this study, transformational leadership was defined as a 
leadership style that focuses on the links between leaders and followers. Leaders motivate 
followers to achieve their full potential so that leaders and followers can achieve their 
goals (Northouse, 2016). Findings from this study indicate that public parks and 
recreation professionals use transformational leadership frequently, and more often than 
they do transactional or laissez-faire leadership. The scores were exceptionally high. 
Respondents’ mean scores on their self-perceived score of transformational leadership 
were higher than the mean scores of 95 percent of the general population that has taken 
the MLQ (5X-Short).  
These results were not surprising when we look at the previous literature on the 
types of leaders needed in parks and recreation organizations. According to Russell 
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(2005), recreation professionals serve in different roles, including communicator, enabler, 
innovator, intrapreneur, idea champion, sponsor, orchestrator, dreamer, coordinator, 
motivator, problem solver, and decision maker. Each of these roles can be related to at 
least one of the 4 I’s of transformational leadership: idealized influence in which leaders 
demonstrate high moral standards and are role models who are consistent with their 
actions, inspirational motivation in which leaders encourage and motivate their followers 
by setting high expectations and creating meaning within followers’ work, intellectual 
stimulation in which leaders work with followers to encourage creativity and innovation, 
and individualized consideration in which leaders serve as coaches and mentors and work 
to understand each of their follower's needs for achievement and growth; they are often 
considered coaches and mentors (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
Additionally, Hersey and Blanchard (1982) noted that leaders participate in three 
types of leadership functions: technical, human relations, and conceptual. Both human 
relations and conceptual leadership functions can be directly related to transformational 
leadership. Human relations functions require leaders to work with their followers and 
constituents to meet the outcomes they seek by knowing, understanding, and relating to 
their followers and constituents. To do this, leaders must utilize the four I’s. Conceptual 
functions require leaders to think of the big picture and to be willing to work to improve 
the field and society. It is these conceptual functions that are directly related to the 
inspirational motivation dimension of transformational leadership, which requires leaders 
to encourage and motivate their followers.  
A surprising finding from the MLQ results in this study was that public parks and 
recreation professionals not only self-perceive themselves as high on transformational 
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leadership but also, when compared to the general population of those who have taken 
the MLQ, self-perceive themselves as high in the usage of transactional and laissez-fair 
leadership. It seems likely that respondents self-perceive themselves to be more 
situational than the general population, using leadership styles as they are appropriate to 
the situation and moving along the full range leadership continuum, rather than remaining 
in one place. Implications of this are discussed below. 
Research question 2 
To what extent is there a relationship between types of leadership development 
methods and self-perceived use of transformational leadership?  
Findings from this study indicate a moderate relationship between leadership 
development experiences and self-perceived use of transformational leadership. This 
relationship, although not as strong as expected, aligns with the concept that 
transformational leadership can be learned and that leaders can work to further develop 
their transformational leadership skills (Bass, 1990). This in contrast to a trait or skills 
approach to leadership, where the assumption that one is born with the ability to lead 
would imply that there should be no observed relationship between leadership 
development experiences and self-perceived use of transformational leadership 
(Northouse, 2016). While there was a moderate relationship between overall leadership 
development experiences and self-perceived use of transformational leadership, the 
relationships between specific categories of leadership development experiences and self-
perceived use of transformational leadership were varied. Moderate relationships were 
found between developmental assignments and self-development activities and self-
perceived use of transformational leadership.  
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Developmental assignments  
The moderate relationship between developmental assignments and self-perceived 
use of transformational leadership aligns with the literature in Chapter II. Research 
completed by McCauley and Brutus (1998) indicated that approximately 70 percent of 
leadership development occurs through on-the-job experience. Additional research 
conducted on public sector executives by McCall et al. (1988) indicated that key events, 
including assignments, other people, and hardships, impacted their careers. Other results 
from the same study indicated that being given developmental assignments such as 
projects that require them to take the initiative impacted their careers as well. These 
results are echoed in Knapp (2002).  
The impact of developmental assignments may also be related to respondents 
achieving a state of flow at work. Flow can be described as the point where a person’s 
skills are matched by an equally challenging task (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990); 
developmental assignments that are aligned with the skillset of the participant to provide 
an appropriate challenge are likely to be more successful and result in more growth 
towards transformational leadership. The converse, where assignments are not well 
aligned with skillsets, may be a reason that the relationship between developmental 
assignments and self-perceived use of transformational leadership was not even stronger.  
Developmental assignments lend themselves to the individualized consideration 
dimension of transformational leaders. As transformational leaders provide learning 
opportunities for their followers in a supportive environment, providing appropriate 
challenge and flow within the assignments may well be a consideration (Avolio, 2011; 
Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2016).  
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The results of this study imply that those in positions of developing other 
transformational leaders should provide developmental assignments to their followers 
and be conscious of aligning skillset with assignment challenges with the intention of 
inducing states of flow.  
Self-development activities  
Self-development activities were found to be moderately related to the self-
perceived use of transformational leadership. These activities include reading books, 
articles, reports, and online resources as well as participating in activities such as 
speakers and colloquia, conferences and trade shows, fireside chats, town hall meetings, 
and all-staff meetings (McCauley et al., 2010). Many of these activities are provided by 
CPRS and other related professional organizations. The relationship between self-
development activities and self-perceived use of transformational leadership might be 
skewed more positively than it would be with the general population of parks and 
recreation professionals as those involved in CPRS are likely to have had more access to 
events like lunch and learn meetings, speakers, and conferences. They also have more 
access to such activities as participating on a district or section board than those who are 
not members. As the respondents to this study appear to be more highly educated than the 
general population of public parks and recreation professionals, it may also be that those 
who are highly educated are more likely to seek out additional learning opportunities, 
such as those included in the self-development activity category.  
The results of this study imply that those in positions of developing other 
transformational leaders should provide or make available self-development activities to 
their followers and encourage the followers’ own use of self-development activities. 
81 
 
 
 
Formal programs, feedback processes, developmental relationships  
A finding of the study by McCall, Lombardo, and Morrison (1988) was that 
respondents felt that less than 10 percent of their leadership development came from 
formal training. These findings, like the findings of this study, demonstrate a weak 
relationship between formal programs and self-perceived use of transformational 
leadership. In this study, formal programs included college courses on leadership or 
courses that included a section on leadership within the course. This weak relationship 
could be related to the general lack of relationship between leadership development and 
formal training, but it could also be related to the lack of parks and recreation degrees 
among participants. The percentage of parks and recreation professionals with non-parks 
and recreation degrees is thought to be as high as 70% of employees (C. J. Chamberlain, 
personal communication, August 16, 2016). This high number could mean that the 
professionals may not have received leadership training as a class or as part of a class 
during their college careers, as those who have parks and recreation degrees likely 
received this training (National Recreation and Park Association, 2016b). Implications of 
this are also discussed below. 
 Weak relationships were also found between feedback processes and 
developmental relationships and self-perceived use of transformational leadership. 
Research shows that while formal feedback can vary from basic annual employee 
evaluation forms to something more structured like 360-degree evaluation, many 
organizations lack structure for honest feedback (McCauley et al., 2010). This is more 
than likely true in public parks and recreation organizations, which are often limited in 
the types of evaluations they can conduct by the government entity that governs them. 
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The weak relationship in developmental relationships is surprising as Yip and Wilson 
(2010) reported that developmental relationships are consistently the second-most cited 
learning experiences. It is possible that while developmental relationships exist, they are 
more profound and fewer in number than other activities, leading to a weaker 
relationship. It is also possible that people do not define the relationships they have as 
developmental or underestimate the effect that said relationships have on their leadership. 
Additional findings 
There were a few unintended flaws in the survey, which could be corrected if the 
survey were used again. First, due to the nature of the “check all that apply” questions 
that were offered to measure leadership development methods, it is unknown if people 
unintentionally or intentionally left boxes blank. In the future, it might be helpful to 
phrase the question as check yes or no in a paper survey or use a yes or no radial button 
in the online survey setting. A second flaw was a missing question about the respondent’s 
college major. Having those data would have provided valuable demographic information 
and the possibility of developing more robust recommendations for the profession. 
 The timing of the survey proved to be a challenge. The study corresponded with 
the CPRS state conference. The first two emails requesting participants came out prior to 
the conference, and then one email was sent directly after the conference. Due to the 
conference, CPRS distributed a higher than average number of non-study related emails 
during the study window. It is possible that this led to fewer emails being opened or read 
and lowered response rates.  
 Another challenge was the number of people who started the survey but did not 
complete it. This was likely due to the length of the survey, as it took many people at 
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least 20 minutes to complete it. This both reduced the analyzable responses and the 
differences between those who completed the study and those who did not, and may have 
ultimately had some effect on the study results.  
Conclusions 
 The researcher drew three main conclusions from this research. First, public parks 
and recreation professionals use transformational leadership more than they do 
transactional or laissez-faire leadership. Additionally, they use it at a higher rate than the 
general population. This is not surprising, as to be successful in the field of parks and 
recreation, one must use many of the skills required to be a transformational leader, such 
as idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration.  
Second, while leadership development methods were moderately correlated to the 
self-perceived use of transformational leadership, some methods were more highly 
related than others, namely developmental assignments and self-development activities. 
Research supports the relationship between developmental assignments and the 
development of leadership skills, especially when the developmental assignments are 
related to a person achieving flow. Those in positions of developing other 
transformational leaders should provide developmental assignments to their followers 
and be conscious of aligning skillset with assignment challenges with the intention of 
inducing states of flow. CPRS members have more access to self-development activities 
than the general population, likely leading to a higher relationship in this area, as CPRS 
provides many of these activities (e.g., conferences, participation on boards, workshops). 
Those in positions of developing other transformational leaders should continue to 
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provide or make available self-development activities to their followers and encourage 
the followers’ use of self-development activities. 
 Third, parks and recreation professionals have had fewer developmental 
relationships than the general population, as the general population believes this to be an 
area of high importance when developing leadership. This could be for a number of 
reasons, each of which requires additional investigation.  
 Once the findings and conclusions of this study were completed, it was necessary 
to look at next steps. The next section provides a discussion of implications, as well as 
ideas for future research and implications for future practice.  
Implications 
 Understanding leadership and leadership development methods in public parks 
and recreation is critical to the future of the field, as leadership is one of the core 
professional competencies necessary for a professional to succeed and leadership 
development is one of the priority actions for CPRS (California Park and Recreation 
Society, 2018a). This research fulfilled several needs. It fills a gap in the literature with 
regards to leadership styles used and methods of leadership development in public parks 
and recreation. While some related information exists, much of it is not empirical. This 
research will also guide CPRS, public parks, and recreation organizations, universities 
and professionals in the field as they make decisions about leadership development. 
Additionally, this study opens doors for future research to further understand leadership 
styles and leadership development in the field of parks and recreation.  
 A copy of this dissertation will be provided to CPRS staff and the state board of 
directors. Additionally, a research brief will be developed and distributed to those who 
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took the study and were interested in the results. Results will also be published in the 
CPRS magazine, which all members receive.  
Recommendations for the profession 
Recommendations for the profession come in three categories: those for CPRS, 
those for public parks and recreation organizations, and those for universities. While 
overlapping, each of these categories has some distinct way in which it can impact the 
leadership development of those working in the field. The focus for these areas is on 
methods that relate to the developmental assignments and self-development activities 
categories, as both of those categories showed moderate relationships to the use of 
transformational leadership.  
CPRS has long provided self-development continuing education opportunities for 
those in the field. Many of these opportunities take place at local or state conferences. 
CPRS should continue these activities, while also developing other resources for 
professionals. These resources could include more articles in the parks and recreation 
magazine focusing on leadership, developing a leadership blog or podcast, or creating 
professional message boards.  
Public parks and recreation organizations have a unique opportunity to focus on 
the developmental assignment category of leadership development methods as well as the 
self-development activities category. Too often, these developmental assignments are 
accidental rather than planned, leaving little room for employees to take on these 
activities in a purposeful way. As organizations work on succession planning, they should 
consider purposefully providing these opportunities for their employees. Additionally, 
organizations should consider encouraging members to participate in professional 
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organizations, both to gain leadership experience and to participate in self-development 
activities.  
While university offerings often fall under formal programs, there are many 
opportunities for universities to not only help their students that will be going into the 
field of parks and recreation but to help professionals in the field as well. As universities 
update their curriculum and pedagogy, they should consider ways in which students can 
gain informal or formal leadership experiences, either in classes or while participating in 
required out-of-school activities. Universities should also consider ways in which they 
can expose students to self-development opportunities so that they become aware of 
learning and development opportunities outside of the classroom. Universities should 
consider offering more continuing education activities as well as blogs or websites that 
focus on leadership within the field of parks and recreation to help professionals.  
Recommendations for future research 
This research is a small contribution to the potential information that can be 
gathered about the topic of leadership and leadership development. There are several 
ways in which future research could help expand our understanding of this area. The first 
is to perform additional analysis on the already collected dataset. Analyses could include 
looking at the following: 
 Types of leadership development and leadership types by the place respondents 
believe they are in their career 
 Types of leadership development and leadership types by the respondent’s level 
of education 
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 The relationship between individual leadership development methods and 
transformational leadership 
 The relationship between leadership development methods and transactional 
leadership 
Additional research outside of this study could include the following: 
 Qualitative interviews with study participants, to gain additional insight into their 
responses and thoughts on their leadership style and how they have been 
developed as well as what they believe would have helped them develop more  
 An investigation into the impact of developmental relationships on 
transformational leadership for public parks and recreation professionals 
 A comparison of leadership styles for public parks and recreation professionals 
against those who work in the private sector, looking to help people decide which 
careers they might be best suited for 
  An examination of their career paths and leadership development methods used 
as they moved between positions in and out of the field of public parks and 
recreation  
As a part of this study, participants were asked if they would be willing to participate in a 
follow-up longitudinal study in the future. Over 200 people responded yes. The 
researcher hopes to use this pool of people to track respondents and their careers with 
regards to their leadership styles and leadership development methods. 
Concluding Remarks 
 This research fills a gap in the parks and recreation literature regarding the style 
of leadership that professionals in the field of parks and recreation use as well as 
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empirical information on what types of leadership development methods are related to the 
development of those methods. This study examined the leadership styles of public parks 
and recreation professionals in California as well as the types of leadership development 
methods they have experienced throughout their lives. The results, while not surprising as 
to the types of leadership styles used by parks and recreation professionals, did provide 
insight into just how transformational these leaders are in their work. Some of the related 
results were surprising though. Just as respondents scored high on transformational 
leadership, they also scored higher than the MLQ population on transactional and laissez-
faire leadership as well. This was a surprising finding that merits some additional 
research.  
 Additional qualitative research related to this study should be conducted to both 
further analyze the types of leadership used by people in different parts of the field as 
well as to gain a more detailed understanding of how people believe they learned to be 
transformational leaders. This should include a quantitative look at what individual 
methods are most related to the development of transformational leaders. 
The insight provided by this research on the types of leadership development 
methods that parks and recreation professionals have experienced throughout their lives 
will help CPRS, public parks and recreation organizations, and universities design their 
leadership development programs appropriately so that the field can continue to grow and 
thrive, even as a large number of retirements are impending with the retirements of Baby 
Boomers (Heimlich, 2010).  
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Appendix A 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5x-Short) 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: This part of the questionnaire is to describe your leadership style as 
you perceive it. Please answer all items. If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or do 
not know the answer, leave the answer blank.  
 
Forty-five descriptive statements are listed on the following pages. Judge how frequently 
each statement fits you. The word “others” may mean your peers, clients, direct reports, 
supervisors, and/or all of these individuals. 
 
Use the following rating scale: 
Not at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often Frequently,  
     if not always 
 0 1 2 3 4 
 
 
1. I provide others with assistance in exchange for their efforts 0 1 2 3 4 
2. I re-examine critical assumptions to question whether they 0 1 2 3 4 
are appropriate 
3. I fail to interfere until problems become serious 0 1 2 3 4 
4. I focus attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions, 0 1 2 3 4 
and deviations from standards 
5. I avoid getting involved when important issues arise 0 1 2 3 4 
 
*Note: According to copyright notification, not all questions can be displayed. The 
researcher did use a complete MLQ 5X instrument when gathering data. 
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Appendix B 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5x-Short) Permission 
Approval for Remote Online Use 
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Appendix C 
Leadership Development 
This part of the survey is designed to find out about how you have developed leadership 
skills. The following is a list of leadership development experiences. Put a check mark 
next to any experiences you have participated in or had at any point in your life. 
There will be an option at the end to add any additional experiences that were not listed. 
 
Formal Programs 
 Undergraduate course with leadership content 
 Specific undergraduate course in leadership 
 Graduate course with leadership content 
 Specific graduate course in leadership 
 University-sponsored correspondence or online course on leadership, not 
including mass open online courses (MOOC) 
 Mass open online courses on leadership (MOOC) 
 Continuing education course on leadership conducted by employees of your 
current or past organization (HR, etc.) 
 Continuing education course on leadership conducted by a professional 
organization 
 Professional organization sponsored online program on leadership 
 Professional organization in-person leadership training 
 Online courses through an e-learning platform on leadership (Lynda, Udemy, 
Coursera) 
 Participation in structured leadership simulations  
 
Feedback Processes 
 Executive coaching 
 360 degree or multi-rater feedback process 
 Assessment centers 
 Immediate feedback/coaching from manager 
 
Developmental Relationships 
For purposes of this study, the goal of mentorship is to support and guide personal 
growth for long-term career development. The goal of coaching is to correct behavior, 
improve performance, or to teach skills to solve immediate problems.  
 Formal network within the workplace (supervisors, coworkers, etc.) 
 Formal network outside workplace 
 Informal network within work setting 
 Informal network outside work setting 
 Mentorship from someone within the organization 
 Mentorship from someone outside the organization 
 Coaching from someone within the organization  
 Coaching from someone outside the organization 
 Coaching from a professional coach 
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 Previous supervisor(s) provided a positive leadership role model 
 Current supervisor(s) providing a positive leadership role model 
 Other(s) in the workplace providing a positive leadership role model 
 Other(s) outside the workplace providing a positive leadership role model 
 Member of a learning community, professional learning network, or community 
of practice 
 
Developmental Assignments 
For purposes of this survey, formal leadership is where leaders make decisions and act 
on those decisions. Informal leadership is where the leader has little capacity to make 
official decisions. 
 Challenging job assignments  
 Hardship or failure in a work setting 
 Hardship or failure outside of work setting 
 Special project assignment in addition to or with release from current job 
expectations in work setting 
 Member of a work committee/task force  
 Chair of a work committee/task force  
 Planned and implemented unit level change 
 Planned and implemented organizational level change 
 Formal leadership opportunities in the workplace 
 Formal leadership opportunities outside of the workplace  
 Informal leadership opportunities in work settings  
 Informal leadership opportunities outside of the workplace 
 Member of a board for a professional organization 
 Officer/chair of a board for a professional organization 
 Member of a professional organization committee/task force  
 Chair of professional organization committee/task force  
 
Self-Development Activities 
 Reading professional leadership articles 
 Reading leadership books 
 Reading professional technical leadership journals 
 Reading leadership blogs and websites 
 Listening to leadership podcasts 
 Participating in professional message boards 
 Participating in professional development webinars 
 Attending professional meetings 
 Attending local professional conferences 
 Attending state professional conferences 
 Attending national professional conferences 
 Attending lunch and learn events sponsored by professional organizations 
 Reflective journaling  
 Development of a personal leadership development plan 
Please list any other experiences you have had that you believe led to the 
development of your leadership skills.  
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Appendix D 
Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert Panels
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Survey/Interview Validation Rubric for Expert Panels 
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Appendix E 
Demographics 
As a reminder, for the purposes of this survey, a leader is defined as anyone who 
manages one or more staff persons/volunteers OR one or more program areas (aquatics, 
youth, sports, seniors, etc.).  
 
How many years have you been in a leadership role within an organization?  
  
 
Which of the following best describes your current role in your organization? Check 1.  
 Director 
 Recreation Supervisor/Manager 
 Recreation Staff (Coordinator, Technician, Leader, etc.) 
 Other       
   
 
How many years have you been full-time in the field of parks and recreation?  
  
 
How many years have you been part-time in the field of parks and recreation?  
  
 
Where would you say you are in your career at this time?  
Beginning   Middle  
  End  
0%    50%  
  100% 
 
Please list the jobs you've had consecutively, by title, and the number of years you 
worked in each job. (e.g., Recreation Coordinator, 4 yrs; Recreation Supervisor, 2 yrs, 
Recreation Supervisor [different organization], 3 yrs; Recreation Manager 4 yrs, etc.) 
 
 
 
What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? (If you’re currently 
enrolled in school, please indicate the highest degree you have received.) Check 1.  
 Less than a high school diploma 
 High school degree or equivalent (e.g. GED) 
 Some college, no degree 
 Associate degree (e.g. AA, AS) 
 Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, BS) 
 Master’s degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEd) 
 Professional degree (e.g. MD, DDS, DVM) 
 Doctorate (e.g. PhD, EdD) 
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Do you have a degree in parks and recreation? Check all that apply. 
 Associate degree (e.g. AA, AS) 
 Bachelor’s degree (e.g. BA, BS) 
 Master’s degree (e.g. MA, MS, MEd) 
 Doctorate (e.g. PhD, EdD) 
What is your age? 
 18-24  
 25-34  
 35-44 
 45-54 
 55-64 
 65-74 
 75+ 
 
What is your sex? 
 Male 
 Female 
 Other      
 
Choose one or more races that you consider yourself to be:  
 White 
 Black or African American  
 American Indian or Alaska Native 
 Asian 
 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
 Other      
 
Are you Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino or none of these? 
 Yes 
 None of these 
What is your income before taxes? 
 Less than $20,000 
 $20,000 to $29,999 
 $30,000 to $39,999 
 $40,000 to $49,999 
 $50,000 to $59,999 
 $60,000 to $69,999 
 $70,000 to $79,999 
 $80,000 to $89,999 
 $90,000 to $99,999 
 $100,000 to $149,999 
 $150,000 or more 
 Prefer not to answer
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Thank you for completing the survey. You have the option of receiving the results of the 
study and/or being entered in a drawing to receive a free entry to the 2018 CPRS District 
3 Fall Institute. Please note that if you choose either option and provide your name and 
email below, your name and email will be stored separately from your answers. 
 
Would you like to receive the results of the study?  
Circle 1.  Yes No 
 
Would you like to be entered in a drawing to receive a free entry to CPRS District 3 Fall 
Institute for 2018? Circle 1.  Yes No 
 
 
If you would like to receive the results and/or be entered in the drawing, please provide 
your email below. Please note that your email will be stored separately from your 
answers.  
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Appendix F 
Survey Invitation 
 
Subject: Win a 2019 CPRS Conf Reg - Your Opinion on Leadership Development in 
P&R is Needed! 
 
 
Dear Parks and Recreation Professional, 
 
Can you spare 20 minutes to give me your opinion on leadership development in parks 
and recreation? 
 
As a part of my doctoral work at the University of San Francisco, my faculty position at 
Cal State University, East Bay and my position on the CPRS District 3 Board, I am 
completing a study on leadership development in parks and recreation. Your answers will 
help CPRS and Cal State University, East Bay to determine the types of educational 
programs they should be offering. The answers to the survey will remain confidential. 
Those completing the survey have the option to be entered into a drawing to win a free 
registration to the 2019 CPRS Conference in Sacramento, March 19 - 22. 
 
To access the survey, click here  
 
Please complete the survey by February 23, 2018. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at heather.vilhauer@csueastbay.edu or at 
510-394-4033. 
  
Heather Vilhauer 
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Appendix G 
Informed Consent Form 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH STUDY 
Below is a description of the research procedures and an explanation of your rights as a 
research participant. You should read this information carefully. If you agree to 
participate, you will sign at the bottom of this page to indicate that you have read and 
understand the information on this consent form. You are entitled to and will receive a 
copy of this form. 
 
You have been asked to participate in a research study entitled, An Investigation into 
Transformational Leadership Development in Public Parks and Recreation Organizations 
in California conducted by Heather Vilhauer, a graduate student in the Department of 
Organization and Leadership at the University of San Francisco and a faculty member at 
California State University, East Bay. The faculty supervisor for this study is Dr. Patricia 
Mitchell, a professor in the Department of Organization and Leadership at the University 
of San Francisco.  
 
WHAT THE STUDY IS ABOUT:  
The purpose of this research study is to determine the types of leadership leaders use in 
the public parks and recreation field and to determine the types of leadership 
development they have participated part in. 
 
WHAT WE WILL ASK YOU TO DO:  
During this study, you will be asked to take a survey. The survey asks questions about 
your leadership style, your leadership development experiences, and your demographics.  
 
DURATION AND LOCATION OF THE STUDY:  
Your participation in this study will involve taking a 20-minute online survey. The survey 
can be taken on your computer or mobile device.  
 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS:  
We do not anticipate any risks or discomforts to you from participating in this research. If 
you wish, you may choose to withdraw your consent and discontinue your participation at 
any time during the study without penalty. 
 
BENEFITS:  
You will receive no direct benefit from your participation in this study; however, the 
possible benefits to others include helping California Park and Recreation Society, 
District 3 and Cal State University, East Bay to determine the types of educational 
programs they should be offering.  
 
PRIVACY/CONFIDENTIALITY:  
Any data you provide in this study will be kept confidential unless disclosure is required 
by law. In any report we publish, we will not include information that will make it 
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possible to identify you or any individual participant. Specifically, we will separate our 
list of participants and the data they provide. The primary researcher, Heather Vilhauer, 
will be the only person who has access to these lists. Data received from this question, 
providing consent to participate, will be removed from the raw data. Consent forms will 
be destroyed in February 2021.  
 
COMPENSATION/PAYMENT FOR PARTICIPATION:  
There is no payment or other form of compensation for your participation in this study. 
Once you have completed the survey, you will receive the option to enter a drawing for a 
free entry into next year’s California Park and Recreation Society Fall Institute.  
 
VOLUNTARY NATURE OF THE STUDY:  
Your participation is voluntary, and you may refuse to participate without penalty or loss 
of benefits. Furthermore, you may skip any questions or tasks that make you 
uncomfortable and may discontinue your participation at any time without penalty. In 
addition, the researcher has the right to withdraw you from participation in the study at 
any time.  
 
OFFER TO ANSWER QUESTIONS:  
 
Please ask any questions you have now. If you have questions later, you should contact 
the principal investigator: Heather Vilhauer at 510-394-4033 or 
hvilhauer@dons.usfca.edu. If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a 
participant in this study, you may contact the University of San Francisco Institutional 
Review Board at IRBPHS@usfca.edu.  
 
I HAVE READ THE ABOVE INFORMATION. ANY QUESTIONS I HAVE 
ASKED HAVE BEEN ANSWERED. I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS 
RESEARCH PROJECT. I UNDERSTAND THAT I CAN EMAIL 
HEATHER.VILHAUER@CSUEASTBAY TO RECEIVE A COPY OF THIS 
CONSENT FORM.  
      
       
PARTICIPANT'S SIGNATURE    
   DATE  
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Appendix H 
Survey Reminder 1 
 
Subject: CPRS - 2nd Request - Leadership Dev. in P & R - Your Opinion is Needed 
 
 
Dear Parks and Recreation Professional,  
 
Don't miss your chance to give your opinion on leadership in parks and recreation and be 
entered into a drawing to win a free registration to the 2019 CPRS Conference in 
Sacramento. As a part of my doctoral work at the University of San Francisco, my faculty 
position at Cal State University, East Bay and my position on the CPRS District 3 Board, 
I am completing a study on leadership development in parks and recreation. Your 
answers to this 20-minute survey will help CPRS and Cal State University, East Bay, and 
individual parks and recreation organizations as they make decisions on leadership 
development.  
 
To access the survey, click here.  
 
Those completing the survey by March 23 have the option to be entered into the drawing. 
If you have any questions, please contact me at heather.vilhauer@csueastbay.edu or at 
510-394-4033. 
 
Heather Vilhauer 
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Appendix I 
Business Cards 
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Appendix J 
Survey Reminder 2 
 
Subject: Leadership Development Survey - Last Chance to Participate is March 23 
 
Dear Parks and Recreation Professional,  
 
The survey will close this Friday! Don't miss your chance to be entered into a drawing to 
win a free registration to the 2019 CPRS Conference in Sacramento. If you already 
started your survey, you can go back to it and finish it, just click the link below. As a part 
of my doctoral work at the University of San Francisco, my faculty position at Cal State 
University, East Bay and my position on the CPRS District 3 Board, I am completing a 
study on leadership development in parks and recreation. Your answers to this 20-minute 
survey will help CPRS and Cal State University, East Bay, and individual parks and 
recreation organizations as they make decisions on leadership development.  
 
To access the survey, click here.  
 
Those completing the survey by March 23 have the option to be entered into the drawing. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at heather.vilhauer@csueastbay.edu or at 
510-394-4033. 
 
Heather Vilhauer 
